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This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER 
contains regi^atory documents having general 
applicability and legal effect most of which 
are keyed to and codified In the Code of 
Fed^ Regulations, which Is published under 
50 titles pursuant to 44 U.S.C. 1510. 

The Code of Federal IReguiations Is sold by 
the Superintendent of Documents. Prices of 
new books are fisted Hi the first FEDERAL 
REGISTER Issue of each week. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Office of tha Sacrelary 
7 CFR Part 2 

Revision of Delegations of Authority 

AGENCY: Department of Agriculture, 
ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: This document amends the 
delegations of authority from the 
Secretary of Agriculture and General 
OfHcers of the Department to delegate 
from the Assistant Secretary for Science 
and Education to the Administrator of 
the Extension Service, the authority to 
administer a grant program to upgrade 
agricultural and fo^ science facilities at 
1890 land'grant colleges pursuant to 7 
U.S.C. 3222b and to establish and 
administer the development and 
utilization of an agricultural 
communications network pursuant to 7 
U.S.C. 5926. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: December 14,1992. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Marcus F. Gross, Jr., Office of the 
General Counsel, United States 
Department of Agriculture, Washington, 
DC, (202) 720-4076. 

SUPPUEMENTARY INFORMATION: This rule 
relates to internal agency management. 
Therefore, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 553, 
notice of proposed rulemaking and 
opportunity for comment are not 
required, and this rule may be effective 
less than 30 days after publication in the 
Federal Register. 

Further, since this rule relates to 
internal agency management, it is 
exempt from the provisions of Executive 
Order Nos. 12291 and 12278. This 
action is not a rule as defined by Pub, 

L. No. 96-354, the Regulatory Flexibility 
Act, (5 U.S.C, 601 et seg.) and thus is 
exempt from its provisions. 


List of Subjects in 7 CFR Part 2 • 

Authority delegations (Government 
agencies) 

Accordingly, Part 2, Subtitle A, Title 
7, Code of Federal Regulations is 
amended as follows: 

PART 2—OELEGATtONS OF 
AUTHORITY BY THE SECRETARY OF 
AGRICULTURE AND GENERAL 
OFFICERS OF THE DEPARTMENT 

1. The authority citation for part 2 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 5 U.S.C. 301 and Reorganization 
Plan No. 2 of 1953. 

Subpart N—Delegations of Authority 
by the Assistant Secretary for Science 
and Education 

2. Section 2.108 is amended by 
adding new paragraphs (a)(57) and 
(a)(58) to read as follows: 

12.108 Administrstor, Extension Service. 

(a) Delegations. 

* * # ’ • • 

(57) Administer grants to 1890 land- 
grant colleges, including Tuskegee 
University, to upgrade agricultural and 
food sciences facilities which are used 
for research, extension, and resident 
instruction (7 U.S.C. 3222b). 

(58) Establish and administer a 
program for the development and 
utilization of an agricultural 
communications network (7 U.S.C. 
5926). 

Dated: December 8,1992. 

Duane C Acker, 

Assistant Secretary for Science and 
Education. 

IFR Doc. 92-30291 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 ami 

BILUMQ CODE 3418-41-41 


Federal Grain Inspection Service 

7 CFR Parts 800 and 810 
RIN 058O-AA15 

United States Standards for Wheat 

AGENCY: Federal Grain Inspection 
Service, USDA. 

ACTION: Final rule. 

SUMMARY: The Federal Grain Inspection 
Service (FGIS) is revising the United 
States Standees for Wheat to (1) 
remove the description Red Durum 
wheat from the definition of Unclassed 


wheat; (2) reduce the U.S. Sample grade 
criteria for stones from eight or more to 
four or more and reduce the U.S. 

Sample grade aggregate weight criteria 
for stones from more than 0.2 percent by 
weight to more than 0.1 percent by 
weight; (3) reduce the U.S. Sample 
grade criteria for pieces of glass from 
two or more to one or more (zero 
tolerance): (4) establish a cumulative 
total criteria for factors which may 
cause U.S. Sample grade; (5) reduce the 
limit for ergot from 0.30 percent to 0.05 
percent by weight; (6) reduce the 
minimum criteria for the special grade 
light smutty wheat from more than 14 
smut balls to more than 5 smut balls; 
and (7) reduce the grading limits for 
foreign material in grades 1. 2, and 3. 
FGIS is also revising inspection plan 
tolerances for wheat based on the final 
action. This action is the result of the 
periodic review by FGIS of the United 
States Standards for Wheat. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: May 1, 1993. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
George Wollam, Federal Grain 
Inspection Service, USDA, room 0632 
South Building, P.O. Box 96454, 
Washington. DC 20090-6454; telephone 
(202) 72(M)292. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Executive Order 12291 

This final rule is issued in 
conformance with Executive Order 
12291 and Departmental Regulation 
1512-1. This action is classified as 
nonmajor because it does not meet the 
criteria for a major regulation 
established in the Order. 

Executive Order 12778 

This final rule has been reviewed 
under Executive Order 12778, Civil 
Justice Reform. This action is not 
intended to have retroactive effect. The 
United States Grain Standards Act 
provides in section 87g that no state or 
subdivision may require or impose any 
requirements or restrictions concerning 
the inspection, weighing, or description 
of grain under the Act. Otherwise, this 
final rule will not preempt any state or 
local laws, regulations, or policies, 
unless they present an irreconcilable 
conflict with this rule. There are no 
administrative procedures which must 
be exhausted prior to any judicial 
challenge to the provisions of this rule. 
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Regulatory Flexibility Act Certification 

John C. Foltz, Administrator, FGIS, 
determined this final rule does not have 
a significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities 
because those persons that apply the 
standards and most users of the 
inspection service do not meet the 
reouirements for small entities as 
denned in the Regulatory Flexibility Act 
(5 U.S.C. 601 et seq.). Further, the 
standards are applied equally to all 
entities. 

Information Collection and 
Recordkeeping Requirements 

In compliance with the Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) 
regulations (5 CFR part 1320) which 
implement the Paperwork Reduction 
Act of 1980 (44 U.S.C. chapter 35) and 
section 3504(h) of that Act, the 
information collection and 
recordkeeping requirements contained 
in this rule are approved by OMB and 
assigned OMB No. 0580-0013, 

Background 

On July 1,1991, FGIS proposed in the 
Federal Register (56 FR 29907) to revise 
the U.S. Standards for Wheat by (1) 
removing the description Red Durum 
wheat from the definition of Unclassed 
wheat; (2) reducing the U.S. Sample 
grade criteria for stones from eight or 
more to four or more and eliminating 
the U.S. Sample grade aggregate weight 
criteria for stones; (3) reducing the U.S. 
Sample grade criteria for pieces of glass 
from two or more to one or more (zero 
tolerance); (4) establishing a cumulative 
total criteria for factors which may 
cause U.S. Sample grade; (5) reducing 
the limit for ergot from 0.30 percent to 
0.05 percent by weight; (6) reducing the 
minimum criteria for the special grade 
light smutty wheat from more than 14 
smut balls to more than 2 smut balls; 
and (7) reducing the grading limits for 
foreign material in grades 1, 2. and 3. 
FGIS further proposed to revise 
inspection plan tolerances for wheat 
based on the proposed changes. 

Comment Review 

During the 60-day comment period 
ending August 30,1991, FGIS received 
a total of 28 comments firom the various 
segments of the wheat industry 
including producers, end-users, grain 
handlers, foreign buyers, promotional 
associations, and a State agriculture 
department. The majority of the 
commentors addressed the specific 
issues included in the proposed action. 
Two commentors representing grain 
handlers expressed general opposition 
to all of the proposed changes without 
providing specific reasons for their 


opposition. The following paragraphs 
address comments received regarcfing 
the proposed chemges. 

Bed Durum Wheat 

Eighteen commentors supported or 
generally supported the proposal to 
remove Red Ehirum wheat from the 
definition of Unclassed wheat while 
eight commentors had no comment on 
the issue. Since no opposing reasons 
were presented in the comments 
received, FGIS is removing Red Durum 
wheat from the definition of Unclassed 
wheat as proposed. 

Stones 

Ten commentors supported or 
generally supported, ten commentors 
suggested modifications, three 
commentors opposed, and three 
commentors had no comments to the 
proposal to reduce the U.S. Sample 
grade criteria for stones from 8 or more 
stones to 4 or more stones and to 
eliminate the aggregate weight criteria. 

The three commentors opposing the 
proposed changes represented the 
California wheat industry. Their 
comments indicated stones are 
inherently present in dwarf wheat 
varieties grown in California. They 
further indicated the proposed revision 
would unnecessarily penalize the value 
of the wheat and may encourage the 
production of lesser end-use quality 
wheat which exhibits better agronomic 
traits to avoid stones during harvest. 

FGIS reviewed and evaluated this 
concern and concluded that the majority 
of wheat grown in California is of dwarf 
varieties; however, California wheat 
samples rarely contain stones. 

Generally, dirt clods and sand are found 
in semi-dwarf wheat when combines are 
run too close to the ground. The larger 
dirt clods and fine sand particles are 
removed as dockage during the 
inspection process. Further, small dirt 
clods remaining in the dockage-free 
w heat are not considered stones for 
grading purposes. 

A review of California wheat samples 
selected by FGIS for monitoring 
inspection accuracy support this 
conclusion. The database used for the 
evaluation represents a random 
selection of wheat samples inspected in 
(Dalifomia from 1989 to 1991. Of the 
1,520 samples in the database, 1,374 
samples (90.4 percent) reported a 
determination for stones. Of the 1,374 
samples reporting stone information, 22 
samples (1.6 percent) exceeded the 
proposed limit of 4 or more stones and 
8 samples (0.6 percent) exceeded the 
current limit of 8 or more stones. 
Consequently, revising the stone limits 


in wheat will not significantly affect the 
numerical grade of California wheat. 

Ten commentors representing 
producers and grain handlers suggested 
modifications to the proposed action on 
stones. One of the ten commentors 
suggested replacing the count limit with 
an aggregate weight limit. The 
commentor indicated this action would 
ensure objectivity of and accuracy in 
inspection. The other nine commentors, 
suggesting a modification to the 
proposal, support the proposed action to 
reduce the stone coimt limit but 
recommended not eliminating the 
aggregate weight provision. Instead of 
completely eliminating the aggregate 
wei^t provision, some commentors 
sugfiested revising the U.S. Sample 
grade aggregate weight criteria from 
more than 0.2 percent by wei^t to more 
than 0.1 percent by weight. Tney also 
recommended determining U.S. Sample 
grade due to stones on a combination 
count and weight basis in comparison to 
the established separate count or weight 
basis. These commentors concluded that 
the mainten£mce of the aggregate weight 
provision ensures appropriate grading of 
grain in circumstances in which the 
presence of small stones is not a quality 
concern. 

Historically, the wheat standards 
established stones as a U.S. Sample 
grade factor based on count alone. FGIS 
published a final rule on June 30,1987 
(52 FR 24414), which included weight 
criteria for stones independent of the 
count limit. Because the determination 
of stones is based on a dockage-free 
sample, excessively large and small 
stones are removed from the sample 
prior to the determination of stones. 
Therefore, the U.S. Sample grade 
determination is based on stones which 
are similar to the size of wheat kernels. 

It could take in excess of 7 to 10 stones 
to surpass the 0.1 percent aggregate 
weight limit. Consequently, reducing 
the count limit to 4 or more stones in 
combination with a weight limit in 
excess of 0.1 percent is viewed as not 
consistent with the proposed action. For 
these reasons, FGIS will not establish 
combination count and weight criteria 
for stones. FGIS will, however, establish 
a separate aggregate weight criteria for 
any number of stones in excess of 0.1 
percent by weight. 

One grain handler supporting the 
proposed change recommended a 
change to the basis of determination. 
Stones in wheat are determined on a 
dockage-free sample basis. This 
commentor indicated it is better to make 
the determination for stones on a 
sample before the removal of dockage 
because, unlike wheat for flour milling, 
feed wheat is generally not cleaned 
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prior to entering the feed mill. 

Therefore, the presence of any stones 
could cause damage to feed rolls and 
pellet disks. 

Comments received in response to the 
advance notice of proposed rulemaking 
(54 FR 48752) and to the proposed rule 
(56 FR 29907) do not indicate a need to 
revise the basis of determination for 
stones in wheat. FGIS does not believe 
any changes to the basis of 
determination is needed at this time 
because wheat is primarily produced as 
a food grain, and the standards reflect 
normal cleaning prior to processing. 
Additionally, any changes to the basis of 
determination for stones could result in 
unknown economic impacts to 
producers and grain handlers because 
inspection data are not available to 
determine the frequency distribution of 
stones removed as dockage. 

Based on the comments received and 
available information, FGIS is revising 
U.S. Sample grade criteria for stones in 
wheat from 8 or more stones or any 
number of stones which have an 
aggregate weight in excess of 0.2 percent 
by weight to 4 or more stones or any 
number of stones which have an 
aggregate weight in excess of 0.1 percent 
by weight. 

Glass 

Twenty-three commentors supported 
or generally supported and five had no 
comments to the proposal to reduce the 
Sample grade tolerance from two or 
more pieces of glass to one or more. 

Since no opp>osing reasons were 
presented in the comments received, 

FGIS is revising U.S. Sample grade 
criteria for glass in wheat frrom two or 
more pieces of glass to one or more (zero 
tolerance). 

Cumulative Sample Grade Factors 

Seventeen commentors supported or 
generally supported, three commentors 
suggest^ modifications, one 
commentor opposed, and five 
commentors had no comments to the 
proposal to establish a cumulative total 
criteria for factors which may cause U.S. 
Sample grade. 

The one commentor opposing the 
proposed action represented producers 
from Virginia. They stated; 

We do not agree with this proposal as we 
understand it We are not in favor of any 
existing class totals being equal to the 
emulative total which by itself would cause 
fi U.S. sample grade. 

The three commentors suggesting 
modifications to the proposed changes 
Represented the California wheat 
mduslry. Their comments indicated 
^ey support the concept for a total limit 
of suspected harmful and toxic 


substances; however, they stated that 
stones are not harmful or toxic and 
should not be included in this category. 
Stones are infrequently foimd in 
California wheat. Additionally, other 
harmful and toxic substances included 
in this category are inbrequently found 
as well. 

The National Association of Wheat 
Growers commented that this category 
is an important new addition whi(± 
addresses the value of total defects on 
the end-use value. Based upon the 
comments received and available 
information, FGIS plans to establish the 
cumulative total Sample grade criteria 
as proposed. 

Ergot 

Fourteen commentors supported or 
generally supported, five commentors 
suggest^ modifications, and seven 
commentors had no comments to the 
proposal to reduce the limit for ergot 
frrom 0.30 percent to 0.05 percent by 
weight. 

Tne five commentors suggesting 
modifications to the proposed action 
represented a foreign buyer, Idaho 
wheat producers, and grain handlers. 
The Japanese Food Agency, a foreign 
buyer of U.S. wheat, suggested 
establishing a 0.00 percent limit for 
ergot to match their existing regulations. 
Idaho wheat producers commented that 
they support the reduced ergot limits if 
a 3-year phase-in period is 
implemented. They suggested limits at 
0.20,0.10, and 0.05 for the first, second, 
and third years, respectively. Three 
grain handler comments invested they 
do not oppose the reduction to 0.05 
percent; however, they were surprised 
at the magnitude of reduction and urged 
FGIS to review the matter further to 
determine if a less drastic reduction 
would suffice. 

FGIS has reviewed this issue further. 
Ergot, caused by a fungus and favored 
by wet, cool weather, occurs in wheat, 
rye, triticale, barley, and oats. Normally, 
the frequency of ergot on wheat is low, 
but is of a constant concern. Ergot can 
be avoided by planting seed free from 
sclerotia, crop rotation, deep soil tillage, 
and clean cultivation. Ergot does not get 
into food supplies if the infected wheat 
is commercially processed to remove 
impurities (1, 2). 

Based on the comments received and 
available information, FGIS believes the 
proposed limit of 0.05 percent is 
reasonable and necessary. 

Light Smutty Wheat 

Thirteen commentors supported or 
generally supported, five commentors 
suggested modifications, and eight 
commentors had no comments to the 


proposal to reduce the criteria for the 
spedal grade light smutty wheat from 
more than 14 smut balls to more than 
2 smut balls. 

The Idaho Wheat Commission 
commented that they support an effort 
to maintain a more reliable certification 
process throughout the market. They 
suggested a phase-in period beginning at 
more than 5 smut balls and decreasing 
to more than 2 as proposed. The Idaho 
Grain Producers Association expressed 
a similar concern. Grain handlers 
indicated they do not oppose the 
reduction in ^e number of smut balls 
from 14 to 2. However, similar to their 
comments to ergot, they were surprised 
at the magnitude of reduction ana urged 
FGIS to review the matter further to 
determine if a less drastic reduction 
would suffice. 

FGIS included this proposed action in 
response to an Idaho grain handler who 
indicated the handling of wheat 
containing less than 14 smut balls 
potentially could grade light smutty due 
to odor when the smut balls break apart 
and disappear during handling. The 
need for reliable and repeatable 
certification results prompted FGIS to 
seek comments on the issue. 

The comments received indicate the 
need for a change in the minimum limit 
of smut balls in a sample. Based on 
comments received and on available 
information, FGIS has determined to 
accept the Idaho wheat industry 
comments and revise the proposed 
action to establish the minimum smut 
ball criteria for light smutty wheat at 
more than 5 smut balls in 250 grams as 
a reasonable alternative to the proposed 
2 smut ball limit. FGIS, however, will 
not implement a phase-in period but 
will evaluate the need to r^uce the 
criteria further as part of future periodic 
reviews of the standards. 

Foreign Material 

Thirteen commentors supported or 
generally supported, eleven commentors 
opposed, two commentors suggested 
mc^ifications, and one commentor bad 
no comments to the proposal to reduce 
the grading limits for foreign material in 
- grades 1, 2, and 3 from 0.5,1.0, and 2.0 
to 0,4, 0.7, and 1.3, respectively. 

Grain handlers opposed the proposed 
action citing three reasons for meir 
position. First, they indicated the 
market already supplies low foreign 
material wheat; therefore, changes in the 
standards as an incentive to maintain 
low foreign material is not needed. 
Second, they indicated there is no 
practical cleaning system to efficiently 
lower foreign material levels. Third, 
they indicated the proposal is premature 
in view of the current study undertaken 
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by the USDA Economic Research 
Service regarding the costs and benefits 
associated with improvemei^ts in the 
cleanliness of wheat. 

Producers are s^portive of the 
proposed action. Their comments 
indicate they support changes to 
improve the reputation of U.S. grain as 
a quality product while balancing the 
cost impact upon farmers. 

The two comments received regarding 
modifications of the proposed rule 
generally supported the concept of 
reducing foreign material limits. One 
commentor suggested reducing the 
limits for U.S. Nos. 2 and 3 because 
these grades are commonly traded; 
however, they did not think it was 
necessary to reduce limits for U.S. No. 

1 and would oppose that action. 

Another commentor strongly supported 
the position of reducing foreign material 
grade limits and suggested lowering the 
limits to 0.3, 0.5, and 1.0 for U.S. Nos. 

1, 2, and 3 instead of the proposed 
limits of 0.4, 0.7, and 1.3. 

In response to the opposing views, 
FGIS evaluated the situation and 
reached the following conclusions. 
Producers initiated discussions to 
reduce foreign material limits in wheat. 
Foreign material is composed of non¬ 
wheat material which is simileir in size, 
shape, and density of wheat kernels. 

This material originates at the farm level 
and usually consists of rye, sorghum, 
and various weed seeds. Consequently, 
any economic impact as a result of 
revisions to foreign material limits will 
affect the producer. The FGIS-proposed 
limits complement current agronomic 
practices. As a result, the proposed 
limits should virtually have no 
economic impact on producer revenues 
due to foreign material discounts 
imposed by the grain industry. 

Based on the above discussion and 
comments and other available 
information. FGIS is reducing the 
grading limits for foreign material in 
grades 1, 2, and 3 as proposed from 0.5, 
1.0, and 2.0 to 0.4, 0.7, and 1.3, 
respectively. 

Grade Chart Format and Authority 
Citation 

FGIS proposed to revise the grade 
chart format in § 610.2204(a), Grades 
and grade requirements for all classes of 
wheat, except Mixed wheat, to improve 
the readability of the grade chart. Also, 
FGIS proposed to revise the authority 
citation for part 810. No comments were 
received regarding this action. 

Therefore, FGIS is revising the grade 
chart format and the authority citation 
ds proposed with minor modifications 
for clarity. 


Inspection Plan Tolerances 

Five commentors supported or 
generally supported, one commentor 
opposed, one commentor suggested 
modifications, and eighteen 
commentors had no comments to the 
proposal to revise the breakpoints for 
ergoty wheat from 0.19 to 0.03 and for 
li^t smutty wheat from 6 to 2. FGIS 
also proposed to revise the foreign 
material breakpoint for U.S. No. 3 from 
0.5 to 0.4. In addition, FGIS proposed to 
revise the breakpoint for wheat dockage 
from 0.20 to 0.2. 

The Japanese Food Agency opposed 
the proposal to revise the breakpoint for 
wheat dockage because they were 
concerned that the change may lead to 
inferior quality wheat. An association 
representing grain handlers commented 
that the proposed 0.03 breakpoint for 
ergot was unreasonable and 
operationally impractical. They further 
commented that they recogni 2 ^ that 
some reduction in the ergot breakpoint 
is appropriate to accommodate the 
lower grade of 0.05 percent but did not 
suggest an alternative to the proposed 
breakpoint. 

FGIS evaluated these comments and 
concluded that revising the dockage 
breakpoint from 0.20 to 0.2 will not 
affect the level of dockage found in 
wheat. This revision promotes uniform 
recording procedures for factors 
certified to the nearest tenth percentage 
point. FGIS also concluded that the 
proposed 0.03 ergot breakpoint 
sufficiently assures ergot levels within 
the 0.05 percentage point limit. This 
proposed limit provides the exporter 
with an operating range which allows a 
tolerance of up to 60 percent from the 
0.05 percentage point limit. FGIS further 
believes that a 0.03 ergot breakpoint will 
not affect the loading efficiency of 
export elevators since ergot is seldom 
found in wheat. 

Based on the comments received and 
issues discussed, FGIS will revise the 
breakpoints for ergoty wheat from 0.19 
to 0.03, for the U.S. No. 3 foreign 
material limit from 0.5 to 0.4, and for 
wheat dockage from 0.20 to 0.2. FGIS is 
also revising the breakpoint for light 
smutty wheat from 6 to 3 as a result of 
the revised special grade limit 
established at more than 5 smut balls. 

Miscellaneous Comments 

Some commentors provided views 
and opinions on matters other than the 
specific proposed actions. These 
comments addressed establishing 
weight limits instead of count limits for 
U.S. Sample grade criteria, establishing 
grade limits for insect-damaged kernels, 
reducing grade limits for shrunken and 


broken kernels, and reporting sprout 
damage on the inspection certificate if it 
is equal to or greater than 1.0 percent. 
FGIS evaluated these concerns and is 
providing a general discussion for each. 

One commentor, representing grain 
handlers, recommended expressing all 
U.S. Sample grade tolerances as a 
percentage of the sample weight rather 
than by a count. The comment 
suggested this change would ensure 
consistency of the grade determinations 
by replacing qualitative judgment with 
quantitative analysis. To address this 
comment, FGIS reviewed historical files 
regarding the establishment of U.S. 
Sample grade criteria which are based 
on a count. The criteria include animal 
filth, castor beans, crotalaria seeds, 
glass, stones, and imknown foreign 
substances. These U.S. Sample grade 
factors were included in the wheat 
standards as noted in the November 1, 
1968, final rule (33 FR16065) and were 
effective January 31,1969. On April 27, 
1976, the Federal Register published 
proposed revisions to the wheat 
standards (41 FR 17553). One proposed 
action included revising the definition 
of U.S. Sample grade to coincide with 
defect action levels established by the 
Food and Drug Administration (IT)A). 
FDA action levels for commonly 
recognized harmful or toxic substances 
are established on a count basis. The 
June 29,1976, final rule (41 FR 26670) 
implemented these revisions effective 
M^ 1,1977. 

FGIS believes uniformity of standards 
between Federal agencies is very 
important in order to prevent confusion 
and disruption within the grain 
marketing system. Therefore, the current 
method of reporting U.S. Sample grade 
factors on a count basis is appropriate 
since it best reflects the action levels 
established by FDA. 

One commentor, representing the 
flour milling industry, recommended 
establishing grade limits for insect- 
damaged kernels, reducing grade limits 
for shrunken and broken kernels, and 
reporting sprout damage on the 
inspection certificate if it is equal to or 
greater than 1.0 percent. 

The commentor recommended 
establishing separate grade limits for 
insect-damaged kernels because, in the 
commentor*8 opinion, the current U.S. 
Sample grade criteria of 32 or more 
kernels in a 100-gram sample does not 
reflect current market practice. The 
commentor indicated purchasing 
specifications typically reject aiw wheat 
containing 5 to 7 insect-damaged 
kernels. For these reasons, the 
commentor suggested the following 
grade limits based on either a count or 
a percentage basis. 
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RECOMMENDED GRADE LIMITS FOR INSECT- 

Damaged Kernels 


Grade 

Number of Kar- 

nele 

Maximum per¬ 
cent Hmit 

1 

6 

0.2 

2 

6 

.2 

3 

16 

.5 

4 

32 

1.0 

5 

32 

1.0 


FGIS does not believe it is appropriate 
to establish separate grade limits for 
insect-damaged kernels for the 
following reasons. General research 
determined that the interrelationships 
between FDA defect action levels for 
insect-damaged kernels in wheat and 
FDA defect action levels in flour found 
little correlation between insect- 
damaged kernel levels and insect 
fragments in flour. The research 
concluded that the flour miller cannot 
rely on the percent or the number of 
insect-damaged kernels in wheat as a 
predictor of the number of insect 
fragments found in the subsequent flour. 
The research further demonstrated the 
correlation between the number of 
insect-damaged kernels and 
corresponding weight is questionable. 
Although some research indicates 32 
insect-damaged kernels per 100 grams of 
wheat is comparable to approximately 1 
percent damage; other research 
indicates it could take as much as 101 
insect-damaged kernels to obtain 
approximately 1.1 percent damage (3). 
Furthermore, insect-damaged kernels as 
it correlates to insect fragments in flour 
is a concern only to domestic flour 
mills. Export contracts do not include 
similar reouirements. 

Although FGIS did not propose and is 
not establishing separate grade limits for 
insect-damaged kernels, flour millers 
may request the certihcation of the 
actual number of insect-damaged 
kernels found in a sample. This 
information should assist the miller in 
determining if a wheat lot meets the 
acceptance level established in the 
purchase specification. 

The same commentor recommended 
reducing grade limits for shrunken and 
broken kernels. The commentor 
indicated small and shriveled kernels 
greatly affect the milling quality of 
wheat. Although quantitative effects of 
shrunken and broken kernels on milling 
quality were not provided with the 
comment, the commentor suggested the 
following grade limits; 


Recommended Grade Limits for 
Shrunken and Broken Kernels 


Grade 

Maximum percent limits 


Current 

Suggested 

1 

3.0 

1.0 

2 

5.0 

3.0 


Recommended Grade Limits for 
Shrunken and Broken Kernels—- 
Continued 


Grade 

MaxirTHim percent Mmita 

Currem 

Suggested 

3 

8.0 

5.0 

4 

12.0 

8.0 

5 

20.0 

12.0 


FGIS has requested the Agricultural 
Research Service to develop a practical 
test to predict milling yield and/or 
performance. FGIS believes the 
development implementation of a 
highly-correlated objective test to 
prt^ict milling performance addresses 
the commentor’s concern and is in the 
best interest of the wheat industry. 
Therefore, FGIS is addressing this 
com mentor's concerns through research 
and welcomes any available information 
regarding the effects of shrunken and 
broken kernels on milling yield to assist 
in the development of a test. 

Another concern expressed by this 
commentor involved reporting the 
percentage of sprout damage on the 
inspection certificate. The commentor 
indicated the presence of sprout damage 
is detrimental to the wheat’s end use for 
some products. The commentor 
suggested reporting the actual 
percentage of sprout damage on the 
inspection certificate whenever the 
sprout damage level is equal to or 
greater than 1.0 percent. This 1.0 
percent reporting threshold was 
recommended to reduce an unnecessary 
reporting burden to the inspection 
system while providing the milling 
industry with important quality 
information. 

FGIS agrees that sprout damage could 
affect the end-use value of wheat. This 
is demonstrated by some purchase 
specifications which restrict the 
maximum allowable levels to 0.0, 0.2, 
and 0.5 percentage points. The national 
inspection system, however, already 
provides certification procedures for 
reporting the actual levels of sprout 
damage, as well as other types of 
damage, in wheat. Due to the vastly 
different needs of end users, FGIS has 
determined it is best to provide this 
information on a request basis and not 
as a mandatory reporting requirement. 
Certificating this additional information 
upon request provides for an efficient 
and cost-effective inspection service 
which meets the demands of every end 
user. Therefore, FGIS does not plan to 
revise the sprout damage reporting 
provision as suggested by the comment. 

Final Action 

On the basis of these comments and 
other available information, FGIS has 
decided to enact the changes as 


proposed with the exception of the 
elimination of the aggregate weight 
criteria for stones and the minimum 
criteria for smut balls for light smutty 
wheat. Rather than eliminating the 
aggregate weight criteria as proposed, 
FGIS has decided to reduce the 
aggregate weight criteria for stones from 
more than 0.2 percent by weight to more 
than 0.1 percent by weight. FGIS has 
also decided to revise the light smutty 
wheat criteria for smut balls from more 
than 2 smut balls as proposed to more 
than 5 smut balls. 

Pursuant to section 4(b)(1) of the 
United States Grain Standards Act (7 
U.S.C. 76(b)(1)), no standards 
established or amendments or 
revocations of standards are to become 
effective less than one calendar year 
after promulgation, unless in the 
judgement of the Administrator, the 
public health, interest, or safety requires 
that they become effective sooner. 
Pursuant to that section of the Act, it 
has been determined that in the public 
interest the revisions become effective 
May 1,1993, to coincide with the 
beginping of the 1993 crop year. These 
changes will facilitate domestic and 
export marketing of grain. 
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Wheat Diseases, 1977. 

(2) Christensen, C.A., and R.A. 
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List of Subjects 

7 CFR Part 800 

Administrative practice and 
procedure. Grain. 

7 CFR Part 810 

Export, Grain. 

For reasons set forth in the preamble, 
7 CFR parts 800 and 810 are amended 
as follows: 

PART 800-~GENERAL REGULATIONS 

1. The authority citation for part 800 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: Pub. L 94-582, 90 Stat. 2867, 
as amended (7 U.S.C. 71 et seq.). 

2. Section 800.86(c)(2), Tables 23 and 
24 are revised to read as follows: 

S 300.86 Inspection of shiplot, unit train, 
end lash barge grain In single lota. 
***** 

(c)* * * 

( 2 )* * * 
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Table 23.— Grade Limits (GL) and Breakpoints (BP) for Wheat 


Grade 


Minimum limits o<- 


Teel weight per bushel 


Hard red 
spring 
wheat or 
white dub 
wheat' 
(pourKte) 


AM other 
desses and 
subclasses 
(pounds) 


Maximum limits ( 


Damaged kemele 


Heat-dam¬ 
aged ker¬ 
nels (per¬ 
cent) 


Total* * (per¬ 
cent) 


Foretan ma¬ 
terial (per¬ 
cent) 


Shrunken 
and broken 
kernels (per¬ 
cent) 


Defects* 

(percertt) 


Wheat of other dasees^ 


Contrasting 

dasees 

(percent) 


Total* (per¬ 
cent) 


GL BP 


GL BP 


GL BP 


GL BP 


GL BP 


QL BP 


QL BP 


QL BP 


GL BP 


U.S. No. 1 
U.S. No. 2 
U.S. No. 3 
U.S. No. 4 
U.S. No. 5 


58.0 

-0.3 

57.0 

-0.3 

55.0 

-0.3 

53.0 

-0.3 

50.0 

-0.3 


60.0 -0.3 
58.0 -0.3 
56.0 -0.3 
54.0 -0.3 
51.0 -0.3 


0.2 

0.2 

2.0 

1.0 

0.2 

0.2 

4.0 

1.5 

0.5 

0.3 

7.0 

1.9 

1.0 

0.4 

10.0 

2.3 

3.0 

0.7 

15.0 

2.7 


0.4 

0.2 

0.7 

0.3 

1.3 

0.4 

3.0 

0.6 

5.0 

0.7 


3.0 

0.3 

5.0 

0.4 

8.0 

0.5 

12.0 

0.6 

20.0 

0.7 


3.0 

0.7 

5.0 

0.9 

8.0 

1.2 

12.0 

1.4 

20.0 

1.5 


1.0 

2.0 

3.0 

10.0 

10.0 


0.7 

1.0 

1.3 

2.3 
2.3 


3.0 

1.6 

5.0 

2.1 

10 0 

2.9 

10 0 

2.9 

10.0 

2.9 


' TTwm rsqulrem^ntt also apply whan Hard Red Spring or WhUa Club wheat predomlnale in a aampla of Mixed wheel. 

’ Inctudea heal-oamagad kemew. 

^ Deiecta tnctuda <iameged kemela (totaO. foreign material, and shrunkan and brokan kameia. Tha sum of Iheae factora may not awoaad the Nmll tor detoda tor aech numerical gradt. 

* Unciaaaed wneet oFany greda may contain not more than 10.0 peroent of wheat of othar daaaea. 

^inciudea oomraadng ciaaaea. 


Table 24.—Breakpoints for Wheat 
Special Grades and Factors 


Special 
grade or fac¬ 
tor 

Grade HmH 

Break¬ 

point 

Moisture. 

As specified by contract 
or load order grade. 

0.3 

Garlicky . 

More than 2 bulblets per 
1,000 grams. 

I'A 

Light smutty . 

More than 5 smut balls 
per 250 grams. 

3 

Smutty. 

Mora than 30 smut balls 
per 250 grams. 

10 

Infested . 

Same as In §810.107 . 

0 

Frgnty _ 

MnrA than 0 0*;% 

0.03 

Treated. 

Same as In §810.2204 ... 

0 

Dockage . 

As specified by contract 
or load order grade. 

02 

Protein. 

As specified by contract 
cr load order grade. 

0.5 

Class and 
Subclass 

Hard red 
spring: 



DNS 

75% or more DHV. 

-5.0 

NS. 

25% or more DHV but 
less than 75% DHV. 

-5.0 

Duojm: 



hadu. 

75% Of more HVAC . 

-5.0 

ADU . 

60% Of more HVAC but 
less than 75% of HVAC. 

-5.0 


Grading Factors 


Table 24.—Breakpoints for Wheat 
Special Grades and Factors—C on¬ 
tinued 


Special 
grade or fac¬ 
tor 

Grade limit 

Break- 

polr>t 

Soft ¥>rhlte: 



SWH . 

Not more than 10% white 
dub wheat. 

2.0 

WHCB. 

Not more than 10% of 
other soft white wheat. 

2.0 

WWH . 

More than 10% WHCB 
and more than 10% of 
other soft white wheat. 

-3.0 


PART 810-OFFICIAL UNITED STATES 
STANDARDS FOR GRAIN 


3. The authority citation for part 810 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: Public Law 94-582, 90 Stat. 
2867, as amended (7 U.S.C 71 et seq.). 

Subpart M—United States Standards 
for Wheat 

4. Section 810.2202(a)(7) is revised to 
read as follows: 


1810.2202 Definition of other terms. 

(a)* • • 

(7) Unclassed wheat. Any variety of 
wheat that is not classihable under 
other criteria provided in the wheat 
standards. There are no subclasses in 
this class. This class includes any wheat 
which is other than red or white in 
color. 

• • * * • 

5. Section 810.2204(a) is revised to 
read as follows: 

8810.2204 Oradee and grade 
requirements. 

(a) Grades and grade requirements for 
all classes of wheat, except Mixed 
wheat. 


Grades U.S. Nos. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 


Minimum pound limita of: 


Test weight per bushel: 

Hard Red Spring wheat or White Club wheat . 

58.0 

57.0 

55.0 

53.0 

SO.O 

All other classes and subdassas... 

60.0 

58.0 

56.0 

54.0 

51.0 


Maximum percent limits of: 


Defects: 

Damaged kernels. 

Heat (part of total)... 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

1.0 

Total.. 

2.0 

4.0 

7.0 

10.0 

^orelgn material .... 

0.4 

0,7 

1.3 

3.0 

Shrunken and broken kernels... 

3.0 

5.0 

6.0 

12.0 
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Grading Factors 


Grades U.S. Nos. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

TcKal’ . 

3.0 

5.0 

8.0 

12.0 

20.0 

Wheat of other daseee:* 

Contrasting classes... 

1.0 

2.0 

3.0 

10.0 

10.0 

Total*. 

3.0 

6.0 

10.0 

10.0 

10.0 


0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 


Maximum oount limits ot 


Other material: 






Animal filth.. 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Castor beans..... 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Crotalaria seeds .... 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Glass . 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Stones . 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Unicnown foreign substance. 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Total*. 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Insect-damaged kernels: 






In 100 grams. 

31 

31 

31 

31 

31 


U.S. Sample grade is Wheat that 

(a) does not meet the requirements for U.S. Nos. 1, 2. 3. 4. or 5; or 

(b) has a musty, sour or oommercialty objectionable foreign odor (except smut or garlic odor); or 

(c) is heating or of dIstIrKtIy low qualify. 


' IndudM dimagad kemalt (total), foralgn matarlal. ihrunken and broken kemela. 

’Undaeaed whwrt of any grade may oonuln not more than 10.0 percent of wheat of other daseee. 

^Indudee oontraeting clMaee. 

^Indudet any oomdnation of animal fHlh. caator beana. crotatada aeeda. giaaa, atonee, and unknown forel(y) aubetance. 


***** 

6. Section 810.2205 paragraphs (a) 
and (c) are revised to read as follows: 

S810.2205 Special grades and special 
grade raquirafnanta. 

(a) Ergoty wheat Wheat that contains 
more than 0.05 percent of ergot. 

***** 

(c) Light smutty wheat Wheat that has 
an unmistakable odor of smut, or which 
contains, in a 250-gram portion, smut 
balls, portions of smut balls, or spores 
of smut in excess of a quantity equal to 
5 smut balls, but not in excess of a 
quantity equal to 30 smut balls of 
average size. 

* * . * * * 

Dated: November 3,1992. 

John C Foltz, 

A dministrator. 

[FR Doc. 92-30198 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am) 

NUIHQ code M10-EIMI 


7 CFR Parte 800 and 810 
RiN0580-AA10 

United Statea Standards for Sorghum 

AGENCY: Federal Grain Inspection 
Service, USDA. 

ACTION: Final rule. 

Wmmary: The Federal Grain Inspection 
^rvice (FGIS) is revising the United 
States Standards for Sor§ium to (1) 
reduce the maximum “broken kernels 
Md foreign material” (BNFM) limits for 
U.S. No. 2 sorghum by 1 percent and 


U.S. Nos. 3 and 4 sorghum by 2 percent; 
(2) establish grade limits for foreign 
material; (3) reduce the amount of 
Brown sor^um allowed in Yellow 
sorghum from 10.0 percent to 3.0 
percent; (4) modify the classification 
terminology for the classes Yellow and 
Brown sor^um; and (5) revise the 
definitions for all classes of sorghum. 
FGIS is also revising inspection plan 
tolerances for sorghum based on these 
changes. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: June 1,1993. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

George Wollam, FGIS, USDA, room 
0632 South Building, P.O. Box 96454, 
Washington, DC 20090-6454. 
Telephone (202) 720-0292; Fax (202) 
720-4628. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Executive Order 12291 

This final rule has been issued in 
conformance with Executive Order 
12291 and Departmental Regulation 
1512-1. This action has been classified 
as nonmajor because it does not meet 
the criteria for a major regulation 
established in the Cfrder. 

Executive Order 12778 

This final rule has been reviewed 
under Executive Order 12778, Civil 
Justice Reform. This action is not 
intended to have retroactive effect. The 
United States Grain Standards Act 
provides in section 87g that no State or 
subdivision may require or impose any 
requirements or restrictions concerning 


the inspection, weighing, or description 
of grain under the Act. Otherwise, this 
final rule will not preempt any State or 
local laws, regulations, or policies, 
unless they present an irreconcilable 
conflict with this rule. There are no 
administrative procedures which must 
be exhausted prior to any judicial 
challenge to the provisions of this rule. 

Regulatory Flexibility Act Certification 

John C. Foltz, Administrator, FGIS, 
has determined that this final rule will 
not have a significant economic impact 
on a substantial number of small entities 
because those persons that apply the 
standards and most users of the 
inspection service do not meet the 
requirements for small entities as 
defined in the Regulatory Flexibility Act 
(5 U.S.C. 601 et seq.). Further, the 
standards are applied equally to all 
entities. 

Information Collection and 
Recordkeeping Requirements 

In compliance with the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1980 (44 U.S.C. 
Chapter 35), the information collection 
and recordkeeping requirements 
contained in this rule nave been 
approved by OMB and assigned OMB 
No. 0580-0013. 

Effective Date 

Pursuant to section 4(b)(1) of the 
United States Grain Standards Act (7 
U.S.C. 76(b)(1)), no standards 
established or amendments or 
revocations of standards are to become 
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effective less than one calendar year 
after promulgation, unless in the 
judgment of the Administrator, the 
public health, interest, or safety requires 
that they become effective sooner. 
Pursuant to that section of the Act, it 
has been determined that in the public 
interest these amendments become 
effective less than one calendar year 
after promulgation. Accordingly, this 
final rule will be effective on June 1, 
1993, in order to be in effect for the 
1993 crop year. These changes will 
facilitate domestic and export marketing 
of sorghum. 

Final Action 

On April 2,1991, FGIS proposed in 
the Federal Register (56 FR 13420) to 
revise the U.S. Standards for Sorghum 
by (1) separating the grading factor 
“broken kernels, foreign material, and 
other grains** (BNFM) into two factors 
“broken kernels** (BN) and “foreign 
material** (FM); (2) reducing the amount 
of Brown sorghum allowed in Yellow 
sorghum; (3) modifying the 
classification terminology for the classes 
Yellow and Brown sorghum; (4) revising 
the definitions for all classes of 
sorghum; and (5) requiring dockage to 
be reported to the nearest tenth percent 
rather than whole percents with 
fractions disregarded. 

During the 60 day comment period 
ending June 3,1991, FGIS received a 
total of 29 comments from the various 
segments of the sorghum industry 
including producers, end-users, 
handlers, academicians, and official 
infection agencies. 

On the basis of these comments and 
other available information, FGIS has 
decided to enact the changes as 
proposed with the exception of the 
dockage and BNFM proposal. 

FGIS is investigating alternative 
options regarding dockage 
determination, reporting, and 
certification and will solicit public 
comment at a later date. Meanwhile, 
FGIS will continue to report dockage to 
the whole percent and disregard any 
fraction. 

Rather than separating BNFM into BN 
and FM and establishing separate limits 
for each, FGIS has decided to establish 
grade limits for FM as a subfactor of 
BNFM and retain BNFM as a grade 
determining factor for sorghum. 

BNandFM 

FGIS proposed to separate the grading 
factor BNFM into two factors, BN and 
FM and reduce the combined limits for 
BN and FM in grades 2, 3, and 4. 
Twenty-three commentors supported or 
generally supported and six opposed the 
proposed action. 


Supporters of the proposal are 
encouraged by the fact that sorghum 
customers will know precisely how 
much foreign material they are 
receiving, thereby dispelling the 
perception some buyers have that 
BNFM is predominately or exclusively 
FM. They also believe the proposed 
action will promote the marketing of 
cleaner, more consistent quahty 
sorghum and will provide more 
complete information regarding the end- 
use value of the sorghum. Supporters 
further believe the combination of more 
consistent quality sorghum and greater 
end-use value Information will 
encourage domestic and foreign buyers 
to consider sorghum in their grain 
buj^g decisions. 

Opponents are concerned that the 
proposal would disadvantage certain 
geographical locations and inflict 
significant economic losses on 
producers and handlers without 
improving the Nation *s competitive 
position in the world market. They 
explained that many sorghum handling 
facilities are not equipped to clean 
sorghum and if enacted, the proposal 
could force facilities to retrofit existing 
operations to meet the separate BN and 
FM grade limits. Furthermore, they 
contended that dealing with two 
separate factors rather than one 
combined factor could inhibit handling 
efficiency. Opponents conclude that the 
cost of retrofitting and the reduced 
operational efficiency far exceed the 
benefits that may result from 
establishing separate BN and FM 
grading limits. Several commentors 
added that the market has not 
demonstrated any contractual interest in 
receiving separate BN and FM 
information or limiting the amounts of 
BN and FM currently being delivered. In 
fact, some handlers and merchants 
believe that enacting the proposal 
would result in a greater market demand 
for U.S. No. 3 sor^um and considerably 
less demand for U.S. No. 2 because 
price governs sales more so than quality. 

Whue a consensus of the sorghum 
handlers oppose the idea of separating 
BN and FM, they do not necessarily 
oppose a reduction in the amount of 
BNFM permitted in the different 
numerical grades. One trade association 
commenting on the proposal believes 
the industry can economically support 
some tightening of the BNFM levels, but 
questions the rationale for such a 
reduction by stating that “lower limits 
should be based upon market demand 
and we don*t believe that has been 
clearly established.** 

The current sorghum standards 
permit a wide range of BNFM in each 
grade. For example, the difference 


between the current U.S. No. 2 BNFM 
limit and that of U.S. No. 3 is 4 
percentage points. Consequently, a 
buyer may receive one shipment of U.S. 
No. 2 sor^um containing only 4.1 
percent BNFM and in the next shipment 
receive as much as 8 percent BNFM. 
This inconsistency in BNFM levels 
complicates end-use processing and 
represents a significant difference in 
pxtxluct value. 

During a 1989 grain sorghum research 
and utilization conference in Lubbock, 
Texas, end-users representing the feed, 
food, and industrial sectors of the 
sorghum industry expressed their 
concern over the levels and 
inconsistency of BNFM in sorghum. In 
the steam flaldng process, high levels of 
BNFM interfere with the intact kemers 
ability to absorb water. Broken kernel 
and foreign material absorb moisture at 
a faster rate which limits the amoimt of 
available moisture and impacts on the 
overall processing performance. In 
addition, processors and end-users are 
concerned because BNFM is a better 
media for mold, which could lead to 
mycotoxin production. 

In reaching a final decision regarding 
BNFM, FGIS carefully considered the 
technical constraints and marketing 
concerns of the grain handlers and 
merchants. As stated earlier, those 
opposing separate BN and FM limits 
stated such action could threaten the 
efficiency with which the Untied States 
handles and markets sorghum and 
conceivably shift the quality preference 
of sorghum customers. FGIS believes 
changes to the sorghum standards must 
serve to improve market efficiency and 
encourage ffie production and delivery 
of high quality sorghum. FGIS* decision 
to retain BNFM as a grading factor and 
add a subfactor limit for FM should 
achieve these objectives. 

BNFM will remain as a made 
determining factor in sorghum with the 
limits for U.S. Nos. 2, 3, and 4 sorghum 
reduced to 7,10, and 13 percent, 
respectively. The BNFM limit for U.S. 
No. 1 sorghum will remain at 4 percent. 
The corresponding FM fractions for 
grades 1 through 4 are established at 1.5, 
2.5, 3.5, and 4.5 percent, respectively. 

This new FM standard limits the 
amount of FM in BNFM for U.S. No. 2 
sorghum to 35.7 percent; whereas, prior 
to this change, 100 percent of the BNFM 
could have been FM. Such a restriction 
is also comparable to the standards of 
other major sorghum exporters. 
Argentina, for instance, whose export 
standard is comparable to the current 
U.S. No. 2 BNFM standard, allows up to 
5 percent BN and 3 percent FM. 
Therefore, 37.5 percent of the combined 
BNFM may be FM. Similarly, certain 
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Australian standards allow up to 50 
percent of the BNFM to be FM. 

The final decision to make FM a 
subfactor of BNFM rather than a 
separate factor alters the projected 
market impact discussed in the 
proposal. FGIS had estimated that the 
proposed rule to establish separate 
limits for BN and FM would have 
resulted in 77.4 rather than 100 percent 
of the export lots and 73.6 rather than 
94.4 percent of the domestic lots 
receiving the U.S. No. 2 or better grade 
designation. These estimates were based 
on BNFM inspection data collected 
between 1987 and 1989 and assumed no 
immediate market reaction to lower 
actual BN and FM levels. FGIS’s 
decision to place a restriction only on 
the levels of FM in the combined BNFM 
factor lessens the estimated market 
impact. 

FGIS estimates this final rule will 
result in 91.4 and 87.6 percent of the 
export and domestic sorghum lots, 
respectively, continuing to receive the 
U.S. No. 2 or better grade designation. 
This compares with a current level of 
99.9 and 95.7 percent for export and 
domestic sorghum lots, respectively. 
These new estimates are based on 
available inspection data collected 
between 1987 and 1991 and again 
assumes no immediate market reaction 
to lower actual BN and FM level. 

It is impractical to speculate specific 
market reaction to the revised BNFM 
limits. If the market views these changes 
as positive, market changes could occur 
to create incentives for lower BNFM 
sorghum. That is, a market environment 
would evolve with greater price 
discrimination between low and high 
BNFM sorghum. If the new limits do not 
serve as an incentive to improve market 
efficiencies, the market will, through 
contractual arrangements, find a BNFM 
level that optimizes market 
performance. The revised limits are new 
parameters for describing sorghum 
quality which will serve as an incentive 
for members of the sorghum market at 
all levels to examine their operational 
and marketing practices and revise them 
as deemed necessary to improve market 
efficiency. 

Based on comments received 
regarding the BNFM proposal and other 
available information, FGIS is revising 
the sorghum standards to: 

(1) Reduce the BNFM limits for grades 
2,3, and 4; and 

(2) Include FM as a subfactor with 
maximum limits under BNFM for each 
grade. 

FGIS is taking this action to better 
mflect soighum quality in the standards, 

0 encourage the delivery of high quality 
^rghum, and to discourage the addition 


of foreign material and other grains to 
sorghum. 

Dockage 

To more accurately and precisely 
report dockage in sorghum, FGIS 
proposed the reporting of dockage to the 
nearest tenth percent, rather than whole 
percents with fractions being 
disregarded. 

FGIS received mixed opinions 
regarding this proposal. In general, 
pi^ucers and academicians supported 
efforts to provide further quality 
information to the market. In contrast, 
the grain handlers and merchants were 
generally opposed to reporting dockage 
in tenths of a percent b^ause it “could 
introduce a new variable in 
merchandising that would raise 
questions for our export customers 
* • In fact, several opponents 
directly or indirectly suggested that the 
term “ dockage“ be deleted from the 
sorghum standards and that the material 
currently defined as dockage be 
included in FM. 

Based on available sorghum 
inspection data, dockage is not reported 
in 97 percent of the domestic sorghum 
lots and 99.9 percent of the export lots 
because it does not exceeds percent. 
Therefore, reporting dockage on each 
certificate may indeed prompt 
merchandisers to reevaluate the way in 
which sorghum is marketed. 
Furthermore, the two major export 
competitors, Argentina and Australia, 
do not make any distinction between 
BNFM and dockage. 

However, FGIS nas decided to 
investigate alternative options regarding 
dockage with a possible proposal for 
action at a later date. Therefore, no 
change is being made to the dockage 
procedures. Dockage will continue to be 
reported as a whole percent with any 
fraction of a percent disregarded. 

Brown Sorghum Limits 

FGIS proposed to reduce the amount 
of Brown sorghum allowed in Yellow 
sorghum from 10.0 percent to 3.0 
percent. Twenty-six commentors 
supported the proposed action and two 
commentors did not have an opinion 
and one commentor felt the reduction 
was too dramatic stating that “any time 
you make a 70% adjustment, you either 
question the old standard or the new 
standard.** 

Yellow sorghum is generally 
considered to have approximately 95 
percent of the nutritional value of com 
(1, 2). However, the nutritional value of 
Brown (high-tannin) sorghum does not 
compare favorably to that of Yellow 
sorghum. Feeding trials have 
demonstrated that Brown sorghum can 


cause as much as a 30-perc8nt reduction 
in feed efficiency when compared to 
Yellow sorghum, depending on the class 
of livestock being fed, the method of 
feeding, and other variables (1). 

Reseai^ has shown that the nutritional 
impact of feeding Brown sorghum 
depends on the level of tannin in the 
grain and the percent of the diet it 
comprises (3). At the present time, 
however, due to the variability of the 
tannin content among Brown sorghum 
varieties, it is impractical to assess the 
level which would effect feed efficiency. 
The intent of the proposed reduction of 
Brown sorghum limits is to assure U.S. 
sorghum customers of its relatively high 
nutritional value. 

Brown sorghum accounts for 
approximately 2 percent of the total U.S. 
sorghum production. The potential for 
combining Brown sorghum with Yellow 
sorghum at unacceptable levels has 
hindered U.S. sorghum promotional 
efforts according to the Grain Sorghum 
Promotion Federation (GSPF), the 
market development entity of the 
National Grain Sorghum Producers 
Association (NGSPA). They indicate 
livestock feeders that have witnessed 
the animals* poor performance when fed 
the sorghum mixtures have become 
prejudiced against sorghum in general. 

Although FGIS cannot establish the 
limit based on<quantitative evidence 
regarding the effects on nutritional 
value. FGIS, believes that limiting the 
amount of Brown sorghum in Yellow 
sorghum to 3 percent will improve a 
buyer’s confidence in the quality of U.S. 
sorghum by providing reasonable 
assurances to domestic and foreign 
customers that the sorghum will have 
approximately 95 percent the 
nutritional value of com in livestock 
feed. Consequently, FGIS is amending 
the sorghum standards to reduce the 
amount of Brown sorghum allowed in 
Yellow sorghum, from 10.0 percent to 
3.0 percent. 

Class and Definition Terms 

FGIS proposed to modify the 
classification terminology for the class 
Yellow and Brown sorghum to more 
clearly discriminate between the two 
classes. In addition, FGIS proposed to 
revise the definition for all classes of 
sorghum. Twenty-five commentors 
either supported or generally supportec 
and four were silent on these issues. 

The current classification system 
based on the visual appearance (color) 
of the kernel is confusing. The pericarp 
(seedcoat) colors of one class can also be 
observed in the other, with the 
exception of the brown pericarp. Only 
Brown sorghum has a brown pericarp, 
but, it is sometimes difficult to 
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distinguish the brown pericarps of the 
Brown sorghum veirieties from the 
reddish-brown pericarps common to 
many Yellow sorghum varieties. A 
better distinction between the two 
classes is the presence of a pigmented 
testa (subcoat). The testa, which 
contains condensed tannins, is only 
present in Brown sorghum. It is the 
condensed tannins which are believed 
to be responsible for the nutritional 
effects associated with feeding Brown 
sorghum (1, 2). Consequently, to more 
distinctly define and isolate the two 
classes, FGIS is changing the class 
Brown sorghum to Tannin sorghum and 
revising the corresponding definition to 
include the words ‘‘pigmented testa“ 
and “tannin.“ 

The class Yellow sorghum, which 
includes more reddish-colored kernels 
than yellow colored kernels, creates 
some confusion in the marketplace. Due 
to the array of colors found in this class 
and the fact that the majority of the 
sorghum grown in the United States 
falls into this classification, FGIS is 
changing the class Yellow sorghum to 
Sorghum. Further, to communicate the 
fact that sorghum varieties within this 
class do not have a pigmented testa 
layer or the correspondingly high tannin 
levels, FGIS is revising the definition to 
reflect this information. It is important 
to note that although sorghum varieties 
without testa layers do not contain 
condensed tannins, the analytical 
methods employed for tannin analyses 
routinely report low-tannin levels due 
to the presence emd measurement of 
other nontannin phenols (1). For this 


reason, definitions for the non tannin 
sorghum classes include a statement 
that they are low in tannin content. 

While FGIS is retaining the 
classification terminology for White and 
Mixed sorghum, the definitions for 
these classes are being revised to 
coincide with the classification changes 
and revisions discussed above. 

Inspection Plan Tolerances 

Grain sorghum lots are inspected by a 
statistically based inspection plan. 
Inspection tolerances, commonly 
referred to as breakpoints (BP), are used 
to determine acceptable quality. As a 
result of the sorghum standards changes 
discussed above, some of the 
established breakpoints for sorghum 
require adjustment. Consequently, FGIS 
is revising section 800.86 (c)(2) of the 
regulations, tables 15 and 16, to reflect 
the corresponding changes/additions in 
the established inspection plan 
tolerances. The grade limits (GL) and BP 
for sorghum and the BP for sorghum 
special grades and factors are also 
revised. 

Grade Chart Format 

FGIS is revising the grade chart format 
in section 810.1404, Grades and grade 
requirements for sorghum, to improve 
the readability of the grade chart. In 
addition, section (b) of section 810.1404 
is being revised and incorporated into 
the grade chart. 
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List of Subjects 

7 CFR Part 800 

Administrative practice and 
procedure. Grain. 

7 CFR Part 810 
Export, Grain. 

For reasons set forth in the preamble, 
7 CFR Parts 800 and 810 are amended 
as follows: 

PART 800—GENERAL REGULATIONS 

1. The authority citation for part 800 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: Pub. L. 94-582, 90 Stat. 2867, 
as amended. (7 U.S.C 71 et seq ). 

2. Section 800.86(c)(2), tables 15 and 
16 are revised to read as follows: 

§ 800.86 Inspection of shiplot, unit train, 
and lash barge grain In single lots. 
***** 

(c)‘ * * 

( 2 )* * * 


Table 15.—Grade Limits (GL) and Breakpoints (BP) for Sorghum 


Grade 

Minimum test 
weight per bushel 
(pounds) 

l^xlmum limits of— 

Damaged kernels 

Broken kernels ar)d foreign material 

Heat-damaoed 

(percentji 

Total (percent) 

Total (percent) 

Foreign material 

(percent) 

U S No 1 . 

GL BP 

57.0 -0.4 

55.0 -0.4 

53.0 -0.4 

51.0 -0.4 

GL BP 

0.2 0.1 

0.5 0.4 

1.0 0.5 

3.0 0.8 

GL BP 

2.0 1.1 

5.0 1.8 

10.0 2.3 

15.0 2.8 

GL BP 

4.0 0.3 

7.0 0.4 

10.0 0.5 

13.0 0.6 

GL BP 

1.5 0.3 

2.5 0.4 

3.5 0.5 

4.5 0.6 

U S No 2 ... 

U S No 3 ’ ... 

U.S. No. 4. 


’ Sorghum i*hich is distioctiy discolored shaM be graded rxiA higher than U.S. No. 3. 


Table 16.—Breakpoints for Sorghum 
Special Grades and Factors 


Special 
grade or 
factors 

Grade limit 

Breakpoint 

Class 

Not less than 90.0%. 

-1.9 

Tannin. 



Sorghum 

Not less than 97.0%. 

-1.0 

White .... 

Not less than 98.0%. 

-0.9 

Smutty .. 

20 or more In 100 grams 

8 

Infested 

Same as In §810.107 .... 

0 


I 


Table 16.—Breakpoints for Sorghum 
Special Grades and Factors—C on¬ 
tinued 


Special 
grade or 
factors 

Grade limit 

Breakpoint 

Dockage 

0.99% and above . 

0.32 

Moisture 

As specified by contract 
or load order grade. 

0.5 

* * 

* * * 



PART 810-OFFICIAL UNITED STATES 
STANDARDS FOR GRAIN 

3. The authority citation for Part 810 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: Pub. L. 94-582. 90 Stat. 2867, 
as amended (7 U.S.C 71 et seq.)- 
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Subpart 1—4Jnjted States StaiKlarda for 
Sorghum 

4. In § 810.1402, paragraph (i) is 
removed, paragraphs (j) and (k) are 
redesignated (i) and (j) and republished, 
and paragpphs (b) and (c) are revised to 
read as follows: 

§810.1402 DaflnitiofM of other terms. 
***** 

(b) Broken kernels and foreign 
material. The combination of broken 
kernels and foreign material as defined 
in paramph (a) and (f) of this section. 

(c) Classes. There are four classes of 
sorghum: Sorghum, Tannin sorghum. 
White sor^um, and Mixed sorghum. 

(1) Sor^um. Sorghum which is low 
in tannin content due to the absence of 

a pigmented testa (subcoat) and contains 
less than 98.0 percent White sorghum 
and not more dian 3.0 percent Tannin 
sorghum. The pericarp color of this 
class may appear white, yellow, pink,* 
orange, red, or bronze. 

(2) Tannin sorghum. Sorghum which 
is high in tannin content due to the 
presence of a pigmented testa (subcoat) 
and contains not more than 10.0 percent 
non-Tannin sorghum. The pericarp 


color of this clfiiss is usually brown but 
may also be white, yellow, pink, orange, 
red, or bronze. 

(3) White sorghum. Sorghum which is 
low in tannin content due to the 
absence of a pigmented testa (subcoat) 
and contains not more than 2.0 percent 
sorghum of other classes. The pericarp 
color of this class is white or translucent 
and includes sorghum containing spots 
that, singly or in combination, cover 
25.0 percent or less of the kernel. 

(4) Mixed sorghum. Sorghum which 
does not meet the requirements for any 
of the classes Sorghum, Tannin 
sorghum, or White sorghum. 
***** 

(i) Pericarp. The pericarp is the outer 
layers of the sorghum grain and is fused 
to the seedcoat. 

(j) Sieves. 

(1) 1.98 mm (5/64 (0.0781) inches) 
triangular-hole sieve. A metal sieve 0.81 
mm (0.032 inches) thick with equilateral 
triangular perforations the inscribed 
circles of which are 1.98 mm (0.0781 
inches) in diameter. 

(2) 0.99 mm (2 1/2 /64 (0.0391) 
inches) round-hole sieve. A metal sieve 
0.81 mm (0.032 inch) thick with round 


holes 0.99 mm (0.0391 inches) in 
diameter. 

5. Section 810.1403 is revised to read 
as follows: 

1810.1403 BmIs of Determination. 

Each determination of broken kernels 
and foreign material is made on the 
basis of the grain when free from 
dockage. Each determination of class, 
damaged kernels, heat-damaged kernels, 
and stones is made on the basis of the 
grain when free from dockage and that 
portion of the broken kernels, and 
foreign material that will pass through 
a 1.98 mm (5/64 inches) triangular-hole 
sieve. Other determinations not 
specifically provided for in the general 
provisions are made on the basis of the 
grain as a whole except the 
determination of odor is made on either 
the basis of the grain as a whole or the 
grain when free from dockage, broken 
kernels, and foreign material removed 
by the 1.98 mm (5/64 inches) triangular- 
hole sieve. 

6. Section 810.1404 is revised to read 
as follows: 

1810.1404 Qredae «nd grade requirements 
for sorghum. 


Gradtog factors 

Qiadee U.S. Noa.' 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Minimum pound limits of: 

Test weight per buehel ............. 

57.0 

56.0 

53.0 

51.0 






Maximum percent limits of: 





Damaged kernels; 

Heat (part of total)...... 

0.2 

9 n 

0.5 

n 

1.0 
in n 

3.0 
lia n 


Bwlan tomol, and foraign matadai: 

Foreign matartal (part ol Mai)_ ... 


3.U 

lU.U 

10.U 

1.5 

2.5 

3.5 

4.5 

Total.. 

4.0 

7.0 

10.0 

13.0 



Maximum oount limits of: 


Other matertal: 
Animai Mth... 
Castor baans 
Crotalarta 

Glass_ 

Stones^ 


toraign substance.. 

CocWabufi.... 

^ Soighum . . 

K R®®* requirements for U.a Noe. 1. 2, 3. or 4; or 

u ^ oommercially obiectionable foreign odor (except smut odor); or 

(c) Is bediy weathered, heating or distinct^ tow 


9 

9 

9 

9 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

7 

7 

7 

7 

3 

3 

3 

3 

7 

7 

7 

7 


<>i<inctiy dtMokxed ahU not mW Nghw then U.8. Na S. 

WtOile WMsht d monm mm mo momd 0.2 peroent ot MmpW wWght 
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Dated: November 3,1992. 

John C Foltz, 

Administrator. 

[FR Doc. 92-30200 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 ami 
BILUNQ CODE 941<MEN-M 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 

Office of the Co(n|;>troller of the 
Currency 

12 CFR Part 5 
[Docket No. 92-25] 

Receivership 

AGENCY: Office of the Comptroller of the 
Currency, Treasury. 

ACTION: Final rule. 

summary: The Office of the Comptroller 
of the Ciurency (OCC) is removing its 
receivership r^ulation. The OCC 
presently makes an “insolvency” 
determination when placing a national 
bank into receivership. Effective 
December 19,1992, statutory changes 
provide the OCC with new, additional 
grounds for appointing a receiver for a 
national bank. With these statutory 
changes, the OCC will no longer be 
required to make an “insolvency” 
determination; and the receivership 
regulation will no longer be necessary. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: December 19,1992. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Christina Trojan-Masnyk, Attorney, 
Corporate Organization and Resolutions 
Division, (202) 874-5300, Office of the 
Comptroller of the Currency, 
Washington, DC 20219. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The OCC 
•has the authority to appoint a receiver 
for a national bank, under 12 U.S.C. 191, 
whenever the OCC becomes satisfied of 
its insolvency, after due examination of 
its affairs. Bemuse insolvency is not 
defined in the statute, and to clarify the 
basis under which the OCC could 
appoint a receiver for a national bank, 
the OCC promulgated 12 CFR 5.49 
(receivership regulation). This 
regulation defines two possible 
insolvency tests the OOC may consider 
in determining whether to appoint a 
receiver for a national bank. The 
receivership regulation defines a “net 
worth insolvency” test and a “liquidity 
insolvency” test. The receivership 
regulation notes that the OCC may also 
use alternate methods to determine 
whether a national bank is insolvent. 

Effective December 19,1992,12 
U.S.C. 191 is amended by section 133 of 
the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation Improvement Act of 1991, 
Public Law 102-242,105 Stat. 2236 


(December 19,1991) (FDICIA). Section 
133 of FDICIA provides the OCC, and 
the other Federal banking agencies, with 
uniform grounds for appointing either a 
conservator or a receiver. The grounds 
as specified in 12 U.S.C. 1821(c)(5) are: 

(A) The institution’s assets are less 
than the institution’s obligations to its 
creditors and others, including members 
of the institution [for a mutual 
institution]. 

(B) Substantial dissipation of assets or 
earnings due to— 

(i) any violation of any statute or 
reflation; or 

(ii) any unsafe or imsoimd practice. 

(C) An unsafe or unsound condition 
to transact business. 

(D) Any willful violation of a cease 
and desist order which has become 
final. 

(E) Any concealment of the 
institution’s books, papers, records, or 
assets, or any refusal to submit the 
institution’s books, papers, records, or 
affairs for inspection to any examiner or 
to any lawful agent of the appropriate 
Federal banking agency or State bank or 
savings association supervisor. 

(F) The institution is likely to be 
unable to pay its obligations or meet its 
depositors’ demands in the normal 
course of business. 

(G) The institution has incurred or is 
likely to incur losses that will deplete 
all or substantially all of its capital, and 
there is no reasonable prospect for the 
institution to become adequately 
capitalized (as defined in 12 U.S.C. 
1831o(b)) without Federal assistance. 

(H) Any violation of any law or 
regulation, or any unsafe or unsound 
practice or condition that is likely to— 

(i) Cause insolvency or substantial 
dissipation of assets or earnings; 

(ii) Weaken the institution’s 
condition; or 

(iii) Otherwise seriously prejudice the 
interests of the institution’s depositors 
or the deposit insurance fund. 

(I) The institution, by resolution of its 
board of directors or its shareholders or 
members, consents to the appointment. 

(J) The institution ceases to be an 
insured institution. 

(K) The institution is 
“undercapitalized”' and— 

(i) has no reasonable prospect for 
becoming adequately capitalized (as 
defined); 

(ii) fails to become adequately 
capitalized when required to do so 
under 12 U.S.C. 1831o(f)(2)(A); 

(iii) fails to submit a capital 
restoration plan acceptable to the 


^ “Undercapitalized" meana the institutiun fails 
to meet any of the minimum required capital ratios 
established under 12 U.S.Q 1831o{bKlKC)» as 
amended by section 131 of FDICIA. 


appropriate agency within the time 
prescribed under 12 U.S.C. 
1831o(e)(2)(D); or 

(iv) materially fails to implement a 
capital restoration plan submitted and 
accepted under 12 U.S.C. 1831o(e)(2). 

(L) The institution— 

(i) is “critically undercapitahzed;”' 
or 

(ii) otherwise has substantially 
insufficient capital. 12 U.S.C. 203(a) and 
1821(c)(5).3 

Some of these groimds are similar to, 
and have the same effect as, the net 
worth test and the liquidity test in the 
regulation. However, the amendment to 
12 U.S.C. 191 makes the regulation 
unnecessary. 

Administrative Procedure Act 

The OCC is adopting this rulemaking 
as a final rule effective December 19, 
1992. The OCC finds, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 553(b)(B), that notice and public 
comment procedure is unnecessary and 
contrary to the public interest. The OCC 
finds that the public interest is best 
served through removing the 
receivership regulation at the same time 
that the new grounds for appointing a 
receiver for a national bank become 
effective. This simultaneous effective 
date will assure the least possible 
confusion regarding the basis under 
which a national bank may be placed 
into receivership and will avoid any 
unnecessary delays in permitting the 
OCC to take appropriate actions for the 
protection of depositors of a national 
bank. Because the changes to the 
grounds for appointing a receiver for a 
national bank are based on statutory 
amendments, and not merely changes in 
OCC policy on determining when to 
appoint a receiver, public comment on 
the groimds for appointment of a 
receiver is unnecessary and contrary to 
the public interest. Accordingly, the 
OCC finds that this decision is exempt 
from the notice and comment provisions 


^ “Critically undercapitalized" means the 
national bank fEula to meet any of the critical capital 
levels to be set by the OCC under 12 U.S.C. 1831o 
(bKl)(E) and (c)(3KA). as amended by section 131 
of FDICIA. See 57 FR 44866,44891 et seq. 
(September 29,1992), to be codified at 12 CFR part 
6, subpart A. For critically undercapitalized 
national banks, the OOC must generally appoint a 
receiver within 90 days, appoint a conservator 
within 90 days with the concurrence of the Fedwal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC), or take other 
action which the OOC determines, with the 
concurrence of the FDIC. %vould better achieve the 
goal of increased capitalization at such bank, under 
12 U.S.C 18310 (g)( 3 ), as amended by section 131 
of FDICIA. 

* The OCC may not appoint a conservator for a 
national bank under the last two grounds without 
the FDICs consent, unless the OOC has g^ven the 
FDIC 48 hours notice of the intention and the 
grounds therefor. 12 U.S.C 1821(cXll)* 
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of the Administrative Procedure Act 
under 5 U.S.C. 553(b)(B). 

For the reasons set forth above, good 
cause also exists for publication of this 
final rule less than 30 days before its 
effective date, pursuant to 5 U.S,C. 
553(d)(3). In addition, a delayed 
effective date would result in the 
continued existence of a regulation 
which has been superseded, and 
rendered ineffective, by a statutory 
change. 

Regulatory Flexibility Act 

Because no notice of proposed 
rulemaking is required for this 
rulemaking, the provisions of the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act, 5 U.S.Q 601, 
et seq„ do not apply. 

Executive Order 12291 

The OCC has determined that this 
rulemaking is not a “major ruie“ as 
defined in Executive Order 12291, and 
it therefore does not require a 
Regulatory Impact Analysis. This action 
is required to give effect to statutory 
changes and is not expected to have any 
material effect on a national bank. 

List of Subjects in 12 CFR Part 5 

Administrative practice and 
procedure. National banks. Reporting 
and recordkeeping requirements. 
Securities. 

Authority and Issuance 

For the reasons set out in the 
preamble, part 5 of chapter I of title 12 
of the Code of Federal Regulations is 
amended as follows: 

PART 5HAMENDED] 

1. The authority citation for part 5 is 
revised to read as follows: 

Authority: 12 U.S.C. 1 etseq., 93a. 

S5.49 [Amended] 

^ 2. Part 5 is amended by removing 

Dated; October 14.1992. 

Stephen R. SteinlHink, 

Acting Comptroller of the Currency. 

IFR Doc. 92-30191 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am] 

BtlUNQ CODE 4t10-eS-4l 


DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Federal Aviation Administration 
14 CFR Part 39 

[Docket No. 91-CE-14-AO; Amendment 39- 
8436; AD 92-27-051 

Airworthiness Directives; Piper Aircraft 
Corporation PA-^1 Sariaa Airplanaa 

AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration, DOT. 

ACTION: Final rule. 

SUMMARY: This amendment adopts a 
new airworthiness directive (AD) that is 
applicable to certain Piper Aircraft 
Corporation (Piper) PA-31 series 
airplanes. This action requires painting 
the color red on the aileron balance 
cable and the bellcrank lug of both 
aileron control systems. The Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) has 
received several reports of improper 
connections of the aileron control 
systems on the affected airplanes. The 
actions specified by this AD are 
intended to prevent improper 
connection of the aileron control 
systems, which could result in loss of 
lateral control of the airplane because 
the left and right ailerons could only 
move in the same direction. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: January 29.1993. 
ADDRESSES: Information that is related 
to this AD may be examined at the FAA, 
Central Region, Office of the Assistant 
Chief Counsel, room 1558, 601 E. 12th 
Street, Kansas City, Missouri 64106. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr. 
Charles Perry, Aerospace Engineer, 

FAA, Atlanta Aircraft Certification 
Office, 1669 Phoenix Parkway, suite 
2IOC, Atlanta, Georgia 30349; 

Telephone (404) 991-2910; Facsimile 
(404) 991-3606. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: A 
proposal to amend part 39 of the Federal 
Aviation Regulations to include an AD 
that is applicable to certain Piper PA- 
31 series airplanes was published in the 
Federal Register on July 15,1992 (57 FR 
31341). The action proposed painting 
the color red on the aileron balance 
cable and the bellcrank lug on both 
aileron control systems. 

Interested persons have been afforded 
an opportunity to participate in the 
making of this amendment. Due 
consideration has been given to the one 
comment received. 

The commenter recommends that the 
compliance time be changed to the next 
annual inspection instead of within the 
next 100 hours time-ha-service because, 
if the airplane is currently flying, it is 
safe to assume that the aileron cables are 


properly connected. The FAA concurs 
that, if die airplane is currently flying, 
then the aileron cables are properly 
connected, and that under these 
circumstances, the next 100 hours TIS is 
not a justifiable compliance time. The 
FAA has determinea that, because of the 
nature of this situation and the operator- 
need for flexibility in accomplishing the 
required actions, the compliance time 
should be changed to the next time the 
aileron cables are disconnected for any 
reason, but not later than 12 calendar 
months from the effective date of the 
AD. The proposed AD has been revised 
to reflect this change in the compliance 
time. 

No comments were received on the 
FAA*8 determination of the cost to the 
public. 

After careful review, the FAA has 
determined that air safety and the 
public interest require the adoption of 
the rule as proposed except for the 
compliance time revision described 
above and minor editorial corrections. 
The FAA has determined that the 
revision and minor corrections will not 
change the meaning of the AD nor add 
any additional burden upon the public 
than was already proposed. 

The FAA estimates that 3,361 
airplanes in the U.S. registry will be 
affected by this AD, that it will take 
approximately 1 workhour per airplane 
to accomplish the required action, and 
that the average labor rate is 
approximately $55 an hour. Parts cost 
approximately $20 per airplane. Based 
on these figures, the total cost impact of 
the AD on U.S. operators is estimated to 
be $272,325. 

The regulations adopted herein will 
not have substantial direct effects on the 
States, on the relationship between the 
national government and the States, or 
on the distribution of power 6md 
responsibilities among the various 
levels of government. Therefore, in 
accordance with Executive Order 12612, 
it is determined that this final rule does 
not have sufficient federalism 
implications to warrant the preparation 
of a Federalism Assessment. 

For the reasons discussed above, I 
certify that this action (1) is not a “major 
rule“ under Executive Order 12291; (2) 
is not a “significant rule** imder DOT 
Regulatory Policies and Procedures (44 
FR 11034, February 26,1979); and (3) 
will not have a significant economic 
impact, positive or negative, on a 
substantial number of small entities 
under the criteria of the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act. A copy of the final 
evaluation prepared for this action is 
contained in the Rules Docket. A copy 
of it may be obtained by contacting the 







58974 Federal Register / Vol. 57, No. 240 / Monday. December 14, 1992 / Rules and Regulations 


Rules Docket at the location provided 
under the caption ** ADDRESSES'*. 

List of Subfects in 14 CFR Part 39 

Air transportation. Aircraft, Aviation 
safety. Safety. 

Adoption of the Amendment 

Accordingly, pursuant to the 
authority delegated to me by the 
Administrator, the Federal Aviation 
Administration amends 14 CFR part 39 
of the Federal Aviation Regulations as 
follows: 


PART 39-AIRWORTHINESS 
DIRECTIVES 

1. The authority citation for part 39 
continues to read as follows; 

Authority: 49 U.S.C App. 1354(a). 1421 . 
and 1423; 49 U.S.C. 106(g); and 14 CFR 
11.89. 

139.13 [AMENOEO] 

2. Section 39.13 is amended by 
adding the following new AD: 

92^27-05 Piper Aircraft Corporation: 
Amendment 39-^38; Docket No. 91- 
CE-14-AD. 


Applicability: PA-31 Series airplanes (all 
models and serial numbers), certiftcated in 
any category. Compliance: Required the next 
time the aileron cables are disconnected for 
any reason, but no later than 12 calendar 
months after the effective date of this AD. 
unless already accomplished. 

To prevent improper connection of the 
aileron control sterns, which could lesult 
in loss of lateral control of the airplane, 
accomplish the following: 

(a) Using red enamel paint, color code the 
aileron balance cable and the bellcrank lug of 
both aileron control systems In accordance 
with Figure 1 of this AD. 

WLLMQ COOC 4ai0-1S^ 
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AILERON 

BALA^CECABLE 


INSTALL AILERON 
BAUNCE CABLE WITTI RED 
PAINTED TERMINAL TO RED 
PAINTED LUG ON BELLCRANK 



FIGURE 1 

VIEW LOOKING THRU TOP WING SKIN (LEFT WING) 
RIGHT WING OPPOSITE 


••UJNO CODE 4t1».19-C 
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(b) Special flight permits may be issued in 
accordance with FAR 21.197 and 21.199 to 
operate airplanes to a location where the 
requirements of this AD can be 
accomplished. 

(c) An alternative method of compliance or 
adjustment of the compliance time that 
provides an equivalent level of safety may be 
approved by the Manager, Atlanta Aircraft 
Certification Offlce, 1669 Phoenix Parkway, 
Suite 210C, Atlanta, Georgia 30349. The 
request shall be forwarded through an 
appropriate FAA Maintenance Inspector, 
who may add comments and then send it to 
the Manager, Atlanta Aircraft Certiflcation 
Office, 

Note: Information concerning the existence 
of approved alternative methods of 
compliance with this AD, if any, may be 
obtained from the Atlanta Aircraft 
Certification Office. 

(d) All persons affected by this directive 
may examine any information that is 
applicable to this AD at the FAA, Central 
Kegion, Office of the Assistant Chief Counsel, 
room 1558, 601 E. 12th Street, Kansas Qty, 
Missouri 64106. 

(e) This amendment (39-8438) becomes 
effective on January 29,1993, 

Issued in Kansas City, Missouri, on 
Decelnber 8,1992. 

John E. Tigue, 

Acting Manager, Small Airplane Directorate, 
Aircraft Certification Service. 

[FR Doc. 92-30226 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am) 
BiaJHQ CODE 4910-13-M 


FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 

16 CFR Part 305 
RIN 3084-AA26 

Rules for Using Energy Cost and 
Consumption Information Used in 
Labeling and Advertising of Consumer 
Appliances Under the Energy Policy 
and Conservation Act; Corrections to 
Ranges of Comparability for 
Dishwashers 

AGENCY: Federal Trade Commission. 
ACTION: Final rule. 

SUMMARY: The Federal Trade 
Commission amends its Appliance 
Labeling Rule by issuing correc tions to 
the ranges of comparability used on 
required labels for dishwashers that 
were published on September 22,1992.^ 
Properly labeled dishwashers 
manufactured prior to the effective date 
of this notice (including dishwashers 
labeled in accordance with the ranges 
published on September 22,1992) need 
not be relabeled. Catalogs printed prior 
to the effective date in accordance with 
16 CFR 305.14 need not be revised. 
Those manufacturers who have already 


^ * 57 FR 43611. 


printed or purchased labels in reliance 
on the September 22 notice may use 
those labels until the label stock is 
exhausted; they must use labels based 
on the ranges published today after that. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: March 15,1993. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
James Mills, Attorney, 202-326-3035, 
Division of Enforcement, Federal Trade 
Commission, Washington, DC 20580. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 
notice publishes the corrected range 
figures, which, under Sections 305.10, 
305.11 and 305.14 of the rule, must be 
used on labels on dishwashers 
manufactured on and after March 15, 
1993. and in advertising of dishwashers 
in catalogs printed after March 15,1993. 

New figures for the estimated annual 
costs of operation for dishwashers, 
which were calculated using the 1992 
representative average energy costs 
published by DOE on January 14,1992,^ 
were submitted and analyzed by the 
Commission. New ranges based upon 
them were published in the Federal 
Register on September 22,1992. The 
staff of the ([Commission has learned 
since then that there were several 
inadvertent errors in those ranges. The 
staff has corrected the errors, and the 
new ranges published today reflect the 
corrections. For the sake of clarity, the 
Commission is republishing the 
complete set of ranges in their corrected 
form. 

Although this corrected notice is 
being published prior to the effective 
date of the September 22,1992 notice, 
which is now rescinded, manufacturers 
need not relabel any appliances already 
labeled and may use any labels that 
were ordered or printed before the date 
of this notice in good faith reliance on 
the September 22 notice. After this 
initial stock of labels is exhausted, 
however, labels based on today’s notice 
must be used. 

In consideration of the foregoing, the 
Commission amends Appendix C of its 
Appliance Labeling Rule by publishing 
the following ranges of comparability 
for use in the labeling and advertising 
of dishwashers beginning March 15, 
1993. 

List of Subjects in 16 CFR Part 305 

Advertising, Energy conservation. 
Household appliances. Labeling. 
Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements. 

Accordingly, 16 CFR Part 305 is 
amended as follows: 


* 57 FR 1461. The cost for electricity was 
published as 8.25 cents per kilowatt-hour; for 
natural gas: 56 cents per therm; for propane: 74 
cents per gallon; for No. 2 heating oil: $1.03 per 
gallon. 


PART 305—{AMENDED] 

1. The authority citation for Part 305 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: Sec. 324 of the Energy Policy 
and Ckinservation Act (Pub. L. 94-163) 
(1975), as amended by the National Energy 
Conservation Policy Act, (Pub. L. 95-619) 
(1978), the National Appliance Energy 
Conservation Act, (Pub. L. 100-12) (1987), 
and the National Appliance Energy 
Conservation Amendments of 1988, (Pub. L 
100-357) (1988), 42 U.S.C 6294; sec. 553 of 
the Administrative Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C 
553. 

2. In appendix C, Paragraph 1 and the 
introductory text in Paragraph 2 are 
revised to read as follows: 

Appendices 

***** 

Appendix C to Part 305—Dishwashers 

1. Range Information: “Clompact’* 
includes countertop dishwasher models 
with a capacity of fewer than eight (8) 
place settings. 

“Standard’* includes portable or built- 
in dishwasher models with a capacity of 
eight (8) or more place settings. 

Place settings shall conform to AHAM 
Specification DW-1 for chinaware, 
flatware and serving pieces. Load 
patterns shall conform to the operating 
normal for the model being tested. 


Ranges of 
Comparabil¬ 
ity 

Ranges of estimated yearty energy 
costs 

Electricatly heat¬ 
ed Water 

Natural oas 
heated Water 


Low 

High 

Low 

High 

Compact. 

Standard. 

(’) 

$46.00 

(’) 

$82.00 

(') 

$25.00 

(’) 

$46.00 


* No dttta submitted 


2. Yearly Cost Information: Estimates 
on the scales are based on a national 
average electric rate of 8.25c per 
kilowatt hour, a national average natural 
gas rate of 58c per therm, and eight 
loads of dishes per week. 
***** 

Donald S. Clark, 

Secretary. 

(FR Doc. 92-30302 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am) 
BILUNO CODE (ISO-OI-M 


COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING 
COMMISSION 

17 CFR Part 33 

Regulation of Domestic Exchange- 
Traded Commodity Option 
Transactions 

AGENCY: Commodity Futures Trading 
Commission. 
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fkCnON: Final rulemaking. 

SUMMARY: The Commodity Futures 
Trading Commission {CommissionJ is 
deleting regulations which require 
boards of trade designated as contract 
markets for options to adopt rules 
requiring member futures commission 
merchants (“FCMs'O that engage in the 
offer or sale of commodity options 
regulated under part 33 to send copies 
of customer complaints and their 
resolutions and copies of ail 
promotional material to the members' 
designated self-regulatory organization 
(“DSRO"). The purpose of this deletion 
is to eliminate duplicative 
recordkeeping requirements affecting 
FCMs. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: January 13,1993. 

FOR FURTHER REFORMATION CONTACT: 

Tobey Kaczensky, Assistant Deputy 
Director, Audit and Review Section, 
Division of Trading and Markets, 
Commodity Futures Trading 
Commission, 2033 K Street, NW., 
Washington. DC 20561. Telephone (202) 
254-8246. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

I. Background 

On September 4,1992, the 
Commission published for comment a 
proposal to delete provisions of 
Regulation § 33.4 which require boards 
of trade designated as contract markets 
for options to adopt rules requiring 
member FCMs that engage in the offer 
or sale of commodity options to forward 
customer complaints and the 
resolutions thereof, and copies of all 
promotional material, to the member’s 
self-regulatory organization. 

Commission Regulation § 33.4(b)(4)(i) 
will continue to require that boards of 
trade require meml^r FCMs to retain all 
options complaints. In addition. 
Regulation § 33.4(b)(ii) will continue to 
require that boards of trade adopt and 
retain rules which require each FCM to 
make a record of the date the complaint 
was received, the associated person w'ho 
serviced, or the introducing broker who 
introduced the account, a general 
description of the matter complained of, 
and what, if any, action was taken by 
the FCM in regard to the complaint. 

The provisions to be deleted date 
from the Commission’s pilot program 
for the reintroduction of domestic 
exchange-^aded options. At that time, 
me Commission was concerned that tl^ 
history of customer abuses that marked 
the previous trading of commodity 
options not be repeated. Thus, the 

ommission imposed certain 
toquirements on the exchanges in an 
enort to guard against fraud in the offer 


and sale of exchange-traded options on 
commodity futures. The pilot program 
has since been terminated. Based on its 
experience with the administration of 
the options pilot program for ten years, 
the Commission recently reassessed the 
need for some of the differential sales 
practice and monitoring imposed on 
options, and as a result determined to 
eliminate some provisions of the 
options designation requirements.' 

In light of the activities of the Joint 
Audit Committee (“JAC”), which is 
responsible for, among other things, 
coordinating the seif regulatory 
organizations’ audit and financial 
surveillance programs, including futures 
and options sales compliance audit 
procedures, the Commission believes 
that the exchanges and the National 
Futures Association (NFA) can be given 
some flexibility in meeting their 
affirmative action compliance 
obligations. It should be noted that the 
JAC s program for FCM audits includes 
a review of options, customer 
complaints and promotional material. In 
addition, NFA Rule 2-29 sets standards 
for promotional material and provides 
certain circumstances under which NFA 
ra^' review such material. 

The (Commission believes that the 
elimination of^he regulations described 
will reduce duplicative reporting 
requirements without significantly 
reducing customer protection. The staff 
will monitor throu^ rule enforcement 
reviews the review of complaints and 
promotional material. 

U. Related Matters 

A. Notice and Comment 

The Commission’s proposal to delete 
Regulations § 33.4(b)(4)(iii) and (b)(8) 
was published in the Federal Register 
(57 FR 40626) on September 4,1992 for 
30 days comment. 

Comments in support of the proposed 
deletions were received from two 
exchanges, the Chicago Board of Trade 
((CBOT) and the Chicago Mercantile 
Exchange (CME); from the Futures 
Industry Association (FIA); from the 
National Futures Association (NFA), 
and frt)m Prudential Securities, Inc. 
(Prudential). There were no comments 
filed which opposed deletion. 

1'he commenters uniformly stated that 
they believed the regulations require 
unnecessary recordkeeping by DSROs 
(FIA, CBOT, CME) and are duplicative. 
With regard to Regulation 
§33.4(b)(4j(iii), NFA emphasized that, 
for those FCMs for which it serves as the 
DSRO, its compliance staff routinely 
reviews written customer complaints 


’ For background, see generally 56 FR 43694 
(September 4,1991). 


during audits of those FCMs. NFA 
stated that it is sent customer 
complaints directly by customers,^ and 
that it reviews promotional material 
during on-site audits of FCMs, and also 
promotional material which is 
submitted pursuant to NFA Rule 2-29. 
Thus, NFA’s present system assures 
review of both customer complaints and 
promotional material absent the 
regulatory requirements which the 
Commission has deleted. 

B. Regulatory Flexibility Act 

The Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA) 
5. U.S.C. 601 et seq., requires that 
agencies, in proposing rules, consider 
the impact of those rules on small 
businesses. These proposed deletions 
will permit contract markets to change 
rules affecting FCMs and thereby to 
relieve a regulatory burden. The 
Commission has previously established 
certain definitions of ’’small entities” to 
be used by the (Commission in 
evaluating the impact of its rules on 
such entities in accordance with the 
RFA.^ The Commission has previously 
determined that contract markets and 
registered FCMs are not small entities 
for the purpose of the RFA. Therefore, 
the deletions would not have a 
significant economic impact on small 
entities. 

C. Paperwork Reduction Act 

The Paperwork Reduction Act of 
1980, (PRA) 44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq., 
imposes certain requirements on federal 
agencies (including the Commission) in 
connection with their conducting or 
sponsoring any collection of 
information as defined by the PRA. In 
compliance with the Act the 
Commission has submitted these 
proposed deletions to the Office of 
Management and Budget. These 
proposed deletions have no burden. 

List of Subjects in 17 CFR Part 33 

Commodity futures. 

In consideration of the foregoing and 
pursuant to the authority contained in 
the Commodity Exchange Act ani in 
particular, section 4(b) of said Act, the 
Commission amends part 33 of title 17 
of tlie Code of Federal Regulations as 
follows: 


* Those customers who have major complaints 
about an FCM are unlikely to send the complaint 
to the hrm because the firm is the source of the 
problem. Thus, they direct their complaint to the 
self-regulatory entity for the Industry, which is the 
NFA. 

^47 FR 18616-18621 (April 30, 1982). 
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PART 33—REGULATION OF 
DOMESTIC EXCHANGE-TRADED 
COMMODITY OPTION TRANSACTIONS 

1. The authority citation for part 33 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 7 U.S.C. 2, 2a, 4, 6, 6a, 6b, 66, 

6f, 6g, 6h, 6i, 6j, 6k, 61, 6m, 6n, 6o, 7, 7a, 7b, 
8, 9,11.12a, 13a. 13a-l, 13b, 19, and 21, 
unless otherwise noted. 

§33.4 [Amended] 

2. Section 33.4(b)(4)(iii) is removed. 

§ 33.4 [Amended] 

3. Section 33.4(b)(8) is removed and 
reserved. 

Issued in Washington, E>C, this 8th day of 
December, 1992, by the Commodity Futures 
Trading Commission. 

lean A. Webb, 

Secretary of the Commission. 

[FR Doc. 92-30136 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am) 
9ILUNQ CODE 6351-01-M 


DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 

18 CFR Parts 161 and 250 

[Docket Nos. RM87-5-011 and CP87-23a^ 
002; Order No. 497-D] 

Inquiry Into Alleged Anticompetitive 
Practices Related to Marketing 
Affiliates of Interstate Pipelines and 
Ozark Gas Transmission System; 
Order on Remand and Extending 
Sunset Date 

Issued December 4,1992. 

AGENCY: Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission, Energy. 

ACTION: Final rule; order on remand and 
extending sunset date. 

SUMMARY: This order addresses on 
remand an opinion of the U.S. Court of 
Appeals for the District of Columbia 
Circuit which upheld in substantial part 
the Commission’s final rule governing 
the relationship between interstate 
natural gas pipelines and their 
marketing affiliates. The court also 
remanded for further consideration the 
Commission’s extension of the rule’s 
contemporaneous disclosure 
requirement to gas sales and marketing 
information. The Commission’s order 
narrows the scope of the 
contemporaneous disclosure 
requirement with respect to sales and 
marketing information. The 
Commission’s order also addresses 
whether the marketing afhliates rule 
should be applicable to the operations 
of Ozark Gas Transmission Company. 

I 


Finally, the Commission’s order extends 
the sunset date of the rule’s reporting 
requirements to December 31,1993. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: This order is effective 
January 13,1993. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

David Faerberg, Office of the General 
Counsel, Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission, 825 North Capitol Street, 
NE., Washington, DC 20426, (202) 208- 
1275. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In 
addition to publishing the full text of 
this document in the Federal Register, 
the Commission also provides all 
interested persons an opportunity to 
inspect or copy the contents of this 
document during normal business hours 
in room 3308, 941 North Capitol Street, 
NE., Washington. DC 20426. 

The Commission Issuance Posting 
System (CIPS), an electronic bulletin 
board service, provides access to the 
texts of formal documents issued by the 
Commission. CIPS is available at no 
charge to the user and may be accessed 
using a personal computer with a 
modem by dialing (202) 208-1397. To 
access CIPS, set your communications 
software to use 300,1200, or 2400 baud, 
full duplex, no parity, 8 data bits and 1 
stop bit. The full text of this order will 
be available on CIPS for 30 days from 
the date of issuance. The complete text 
on diskette in WordPerfect format may 
also be purchased from the 
Commission’s contractor, La Dom 
Systems Corporation, also located in 
room 3308, 941 North Capitol Street, 
NE., Washington, DC 20426. 

ORDER ON REMAND AND EXTENDING 
SUNSET DATE 

Before Commissioners: Martin L. Allday, 
Chairman; Charles A. Trabandt, Elizabeth 
Anne Moler, Jerry J. Langdon and Branko 
Terzic. 


rule governing the relationship between 
interstate natural gas pipelines and their 
marketing or brokering affiliates. 
However, the court found that the 
Commission did not adequately justify 
its extension of the contemporaneous 
disclosure requirement of § 161.3(f) ^ to 
gas sales and marketing information. 
Further, in its review of Ozark Gas 
Transmission System (Ozark), ^ a 
consolidated case, the court found that 
the Commission erred in finding Order 
No. 497 applicable to Ozark Gas 
Transmission System (Ozark), a joint 
venture. Accordingly, the court 
remanded the proceeding to the 
Commission. In response to the court’s 
remand, this order revises § 161.3(f) to 
narrow the scope of the 
contemporaneous disclosure 
requirement with respect to sales and 
marketing information, and finds that 
Ozark is subject to the requirements of 
Order No. 497. In addition, this order 
extends the sunset date of Order No. 
497’s reporting requirements from 
December 31,1992, until December 31, 
1993. However, 90 days after the 
Commission has determined that an 
individual pipeline is in full 
compliance with Order No. 636, the 
pipeline will no longer be required to 
submit the affiliated transportation log 
(FERC Form 592) to the Commission.* * 
The pipeline must continue to 
maintain ® and to provide its affiliated 
transportation log information on its 
electronic bulletin board (EBB).^ 

II. Public Reporting Burden 

Since certain categories of gas sales 
and marketing information will be 
eliminated from § 161.3(f), the amount 
of information that a pipeline must 
contemporaneously disclose will be 
reduced. However, the reporting burden 


1. Introduction 

On July 21.1992, the United States 
Court of Appeals for the District of 
Columbia Circuit issued its opinion in 
Tenneco Gas v. Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission (Tenneco),^ 
upholding in substantial part Order Nos. 
497 and 497-A,2 the Commission’s final 


’ 969 F.2d 1187 (DC Cir. 1992). Parties had the 
opportunity to seek rehearing of the court’s decision 
until September 4. 1992. but no petitions for 
rehearing were filed. 

* Inquiry Into Alleged Anticompetitive Practices 
Related to Marketing Affiliates of Interstate 
Pipelines. Order No. 497. 53 FR 22139 (June 14, 
1988). FERC Stats. & Regs. (Regulations Preambles 
1986-19901130,820 (1988), order on rehearing. 
Order No. 497-A, 54 FR 52781 (Dec. 22.1989). 
FERC Stats. & Regs. (Regulations Preambles 1986- 
1990] 130,868 (1989), order extending sunset date. 
Order No. 497-B, 55 FR 53291 (Dec. 28.1990), 

FERC Stats. & Regs. (Regulations Preambles 1986- 
1990] 130,908 (1990), order extending sunset date 


and amending final rule. Order No. 1 30,934 (1991), 
reh’g denied. 57 FR 5815, 58 FERC 161,139 (1992). 
affd in part and remanded in part, Tenneco Cosv. 
FEBC, No. 86-1768 (DC Cir. July 21.1992). 
M8CFR 161.3(f). 

M9 FERC161,247 (1989). 


* Pipeline Service Obligations and Revisions to 
Regulations Governing Self-Implementing 
'ransportation Under Part 284 of the Commissions 
Regulations; and Regulation of Natural Gas 
►ipelines After Partial Wellhead Decontrol. 57 FK 
3267 (April 16, 1992) III FERC Stats A Regs. 
Preambles 130.939 (April 8.1992) (Order No. 636), 
irder on reh’g. Order No. 636-A, 57 FR 36128 
August 12.1992). Ill FERC Stats. A Regs. Preambles 
130,950 (August 3.1992). 

® 18 CFR 250.16(a)(3) (1992). 

^ In Order No. 636, the Commission created new 
egulations which, inter alia, require all intersta e 
lipelines transporting pursuant to part 284 ol e 
x)mmission’s regulations to create and maintmn 
:BBs. See § 284.8(b)(4) and § 284.9(b)(4), 57 FK 
3267 (April 16.1992). Once operational, the 
vould become a pipeline’s tool for compliance 
)rder No. 497’s 24-hDur electronic information 
equirement. See 18 CFR 250.16(g)(2) (1992). 
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will remain the same because sudi 
information is not reported on FERC 
Form No. 592. The Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) 
approved the reporting requirements in 
the final rule on August 18,1988. This 
approval is effective until December 31, 
1992. 

The current annual reporting burden 
for collection of information, as revised 
in order No. 636, is estimated to be 
7,882 hours for FERC Form No. 592 
(1902-^157). The industry burden is 
based on an estimated average of 9.94 
hours per filing for the 61 respondents 
to complete 793 filings of FE^ Form 
No. 592. This estimate includes the time 
for reviewing instructions, searching 
existing data sources, gathering and 
obtaining the data needed, and 
completing and reviewing the collection 
of information. Exemption from the 
requirement to file Form No. 592 90 
days after full compliance with Order 
No. 636 should result in a reduction of 
the number of respondents. 

Hard copy and/or electronic formats 
for any data collection required by this 
order may be obtained by contacting: La 
Dorn Systems Corporation, in room 
3308, 941 North Capitol Street, NE., 
Washington, DC 20426. 

III. Background 

On June 1,1988, the Commission 
issued Order No. 497,® a final rule in 
this proceeding, which was the result of 
a lengthy rulemaking proceeding® 
begun in response to petitions for 
rulemaking and several cases that 
raised the issue of potential abuse in the 
relationship between interstate natural 
gas pipelines and their marketing or 
brokering affiliates.^'' The final rule in 


“Inquiry Into Alleged Anticompetitive Practices 
Related to Marketing Affiliates of Interstate 
Pipelines, Order No. 497, 53 FR 22139 (June 14, 
1988), FERC Stats. & Regs. [Regulations Preambles 
1986-1990) 1 30.820 (1988). 


“The proceeding included a Notice of Inquiry 
into Alleged Anticompetitive Practices Related to 
Marketing Affiliates of Interstate Pipelines issued 
November 14. 1986. 51 FR 41982 (Nov. 20. 1986), 
ly FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 35,520 (1986). and a Notia 
of Opposed Rulemaking Related to Marketing 
Affiliates of Interstate Pipelines issued June 2,1987 
M FR 21578 (June 8.1987). FERC Stats, ft Regs. 
IProposed Regulations 1982>1987] 1 32,445 (1987). 
'“Petitions of Hadson Gas Systems. Inc. in Docke 
0 . RM86-19-^0, Minnesota Department of Public 
Service. Energy Issues Intervention Office in Dockel 

• and Shell Gas Trading Company 

>n Docket No. RM 87 - 2 - 000 . 

Natural Gas Co.. 20 FERC 1 61,040 
11982); Mountain Fuel Resources, Inc., 36 FERC 1 
^NR Pipeline Co., 35 FERC 1 61,400 
U986): Independent Petroleum Association of 
r Panhandle Eastern Pipe Une 

Tn ic ^ w,282,(1986); Southern Natural Gas 
(IQAR? 1 61.275 (1986) and 36 FERC 1 61,401 
^ Transmission Corporation. 36 
Ft.-yr • 1^®66); Arkla Exploration Co., 37 

36 (1986); and Tenneco Oil Co., et ai, 

161 .399 (1986). 


Order No. 497 adopted standards of 
conduct, codified at part 161 of the 
Commission’s regulations, and 
reporting requirements, codified at 
§ 250.16 of the Commission’s 
regulations, intended to prevent the 
preferential treatment of an affiliated 
marketer by an interstate pipeline in the 
provision of transportation services. The 
final rule also adopted a sunset 
provision of December 31,1989, for the 
reporting requirements of Order No. 497 
and specifically reserved the 
Commission’s right to extend the date 
should the Commission decide there 
was a need to do so. 

On December 15, 1989, the 
Commission issued Order No. 497-A'^ 
which granted partial rehearing of Order 
No. 497 and clarified certain provisions 
of the final rule. Order No. 497-A also 
extended the final rule’s reporting 
requirements for an additional year, 
from December 31,1989, to December 
31, 1990, and stated that the 
Commission would examine the need to 
further extend the rule’s reporting 
requirements prior to their sunset date 
of December 31,1990. 

On December 13, 1990, the 
Commission issued Order No. 497~B 
which extended the sunset date of Order 
No. 497’s reporting requirements for an 
additional year, from December 31, 

1990, until December 31,1991, because 
several issues regarding Order Nos. 497 
and 497-A were pending. The issues 
included those raised in the protests of 
filings made by pipelines in response to 
the issuance of Order No. 497, the 
applicability of the standards of conduct 
to discount sales programs, as well as 
the appeal to the United States Court of 
Appeals for the District of Columbia 
Circuit, 

On December 20,1991, the 
Commission issued Order No. 497-0'® 
which extended Order No. 497’s 
reporting requirements for an additional 
year, from December 31,1991, until 
December 31,1992, and amended the 
final rule to reduce the number of paper 
printouts of the FERC Form No. 592 
information that pipelines are required 
to file. The Commission extended Order 
No. 497’s reporting requirements for an 
additional year because certain issues 
regarding Order Nos. 497 and 497-A 


'218 CFR part 161. 

*=»18CFR 250.16. 

Order No. 497-A, 54 FR 52781 (Dec. 22.1989), 
FERC Stats. & Regs. (Regulations Preambles 1986- 
1990) 1 30,868 (1989). 

” Order No. 497-B. 55 FR 53291 (Dec. 28,1990), 
FERC Stats. & Regs. [Regulations Preambles 1986- 
1990)130.908 (1990). 

Order No. 497-C. 57 FR 9 (Jan. 2, 1992), HI 
FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 30,934 (1991), reh'g denied, 
57 FR 5815, 58 FERC 161,139 (1992). 


were still pending and a new issue had 
arisen. The issues still pending were the 
applicability of the standards of conduct 
to discount sales programs and the 
appeal of Order No. 497 to the United 
States Court of Appeals for the District 
of (Ik)lumbia Circuit. The new issue was 
the proposal in the Notice of Proposed 
Rulemfiking in Docket No. RM91-11- 
00 to require pipelines to comply with 
Order No, 497’s standards of conduct 
and reporting requirements by 
considering their unbundled sales 
operating employees as an operational 
unit which is the functional equivalent 
of a marketing affiliate. The Commission 
concluded that with these issues before 
it. it would be premature to let the 
reporting requirements lapse at the end 
of 1991. 

On April 8,1992, the Commission 
issued Order No. 636, a final rule in 
Docket No. RM91-11-000 wEich 
requires significant structural changes 
in tlie services provided by natural gas 
pipelines. Order No. 636 continues 
Order No. 497’s standards of conduct for 
interstate pipelines with marketing 
affiliates. Order No. 636 also extends 
Order No. 497* *s standards of conduct 
and reporting requirements to 
transportation transactions where the 
pipeline provides unbundled gas sales 
service b^ause the pipeline as a 
merchant would be the functional 
equivalent of a marketing affiliate. 

On July 21.1992, the United States 
Court of Appeals for the District of 
Columbia Circuit issued its opinion in 
Tenneco, upholding in substantial part 
Order Nos. 497 and 497-A. However, 
the court found that the Commission 
did not adequately justify its extension 
of the contemporaneous disclosure 
requirement of § 161.3(f) '* to gas sales 
and marketing information. The court 
stated that *^’[010 remand the 
Commission should reconsider its 
justification for applying Ithe 
contemporaneous disclosure 
requirement of § 161.3(f)] to sales and 
marketing information and ensure that 
the final requirement is reasonably 
tailored to meet the Commission’s goals 
of improving the market and benefitting 
consumers, as well as preventing undue 
discrimination.”In a related matter, 
the court also stated that “(alpplying 
Ithe contemporaneous disclosure 
requirement of 161.3(f)l to released-gas 
information prior to the issuance of 
Order No. 497-A might well be 


In Re Pipeline ServiceObligations and 
Revisions to Regulations Governing Self- 
Implementing Transportation. 56 FR 38372 (Aug. 
13, 1991), IV FERC SUts. & Regs. 1 32.480 (1991). 
’**18 CFR 161.3(0. 

Tenneco Cos v. FEBC, 969 F.2d 1187, 1201 (DC 
Cir. 1992). 
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fundamentally unfair** and that the 
Commission could avoid “the expense 
of litigation over this issue by 
announcing that it will not retroactively 
apply [161.3(01 to released gas 
information.** 

Further, in its review of Ozark, the 
court found that the Commission erred 
in finding Order No. 497 applicable to 
Ozark, a joint venture. Ozark is a 
partnership composed of subsidiaries of 
four natural gas pipelines, each of 
which has a 25 percent ownership and 
voting interest. Two of the owners have 
marketing affiliates. The court stated 
that the Commission failed to consider 
relevant evidence regarding the ability 
of the owner pipelines with affiliates to 
control the partnership. 

IV. Discussion 

Section 161.3(f) states that “[t]o the 
extent [a pipeline) provides to a 
marketing affiliate information related 
to transportation of natural gas, or gas 
sales or gas marketing it must provide 
that information contemporaneously to 
all potential shippers, affiliated and 
nonaffiliated, on its system.** In 
Tenneco, the court found that ‘*the 
contemporaneous disclosure 
requirement—at least as it affects 
information regarding transportation, 
where pipelines have monopolistic 
market power—reflect a reasonable 
effort to promote a competitive market 
without significantly harming existing 
efficiencies.**^^ However, with respect 
to the contemporaneous disclosure of 
gas sales and marketing information, the 
court stated that it was “unable to 
conclude that standard (f)*s application 
to sales and marketing is justified; nor 
c^n we be confident that FERC 
possessed the statutory authority to 
regulate the transfer of sales and 
marketing information from pipelines to 
their affiliates.** The court remanded 
the proceeding to the Commission and 
stated that ‘*[o]n remand, the 
Commission should consider its 
justification for applying standard (0 to 
sales and marketing information and 
ensure that the final requirement is 
reasonably tailored to meet the 
Commission*s goals of improving the 
market and benefitting consumers, as 
well as preventing undue 
discrimination.** 

Based upon the court*s opinion, and 
in light of the structural changes in the 
gas industry that will occur as a result 
of Order No. 636, the Commission will 
revise § 161.3(f) to narrow the scope of 


^ Id. at 1202. 
«/c/. atll99. 
22/dat 1199. 
^^Id. at 1201. 


the contemporaneous disclosure 
requirement with respect to sales and 
marketing information. Under revised 
standard (f), pipelines will still have to 
contemporaneously disclose 
information related to transportation of 
natural gas. However, with respect to 
information related to gas sales or 
marketing, pipelines will only be 
required to disclose information relating 
to sales or marketing on its system or 
the system of an affiliated pipeline. 
Accordingly, there will be two 
categories of gas sales or marketing 
information that will not be required to 
be contemporaneously disclosed: (1) gas 
sales or marketing information that is 
available from public sources and (2) 
information related to gas sales or 
marketing off a pipeline*s system or the 
system of an affiliated pipeline. The 
Commission believes that a 
contemporaneous disclosure 
requirement revised in the manner 
discussed above is reasonably tailored 
to meet the its goals of improving the 
market and benefitting consumers, as 
well as preventing undue 
discrimination. 

First, we will discuss the two 
categories of sales or marketing 
information that will be specifically 
excluded from the contemporaneous 
disclosure requirement of standard (f). 
The Commission believes that sales or 
marketing information that is available 
from public sources should not be 
required to be disclosed because that 
information will be available to all 
nonaffiliated shippers and potential 
shippers on a pipeline*s system. The 
fact that the disclosure of this 
information by the pipeline to the 
marketing affiliate may give the affiliate 
an advantage over other potential 
shippers is irrelevant. As the court 
stated, “advantages a pipeline gives its 
affiliate are improper only to the extent 
that they flow from the pipeline’s anti¬ 
competitive market power.** 

Moreover, one of the reasons the court 
gave for remanding standard (f) to the 
Commission for further explanation was 
that the standard, as currently written, 
“prohibits pipelines from sharing with 
their marketing affiliates information 
concerning potential marketing 
opportunities, even where that 
information was developed from public 
sources or sources entirely unrelated to 
a jmpeline’s transportation service.** 

Tne Commission also believes that 
information related to sales or marketing 
off a pipeline’s system, but not 
involving the system of an affiliated 
pipeline, should not be disclosed for 


al 1201. 
at 1200. 


several reasons. First, and most obvious, 
is that such sales or marketing 
information disclosed by the pipeline to 
the marketing affiliate will not involve 
the pipeline’s transportation facilities, 
and, thus, there is no potential for a 
pipeline to exercise its monopoly power 
over the transportation facilities in a 
manner that would give an undue 
preference to its marketing affiliate. 
Second, and more importantly, is the 
role that off-system sales will play in 
pipelines* restructuring of their services. 
Under Order No. 636, pipelines will 
perform an effectively deregulated 
merchant function. As such, pipelines 
will seek to make sales both on and off 
system, an effort that may not 
necessarily involve their own 
transportation facilities with respect to 
off-system sales. In fact, pipelines may 
need to aggressively market their gas off- 
system if their current customers choose 
to only sign up for transportation 
services because otherwise they will be 
burdened with portfolios of wellhead 
contracts. If the pipelines do not shed 
their unwanted contracts, they could be 
subject to take-or-pay liability. The 
Commission believes that to require 
contemporaneous disclosure of 
information related to sales or marketing 
off system, but not involving the system 
of an affiliated pipeline, could have a 
chilling effect on pipelines marketing 
their gas. 

While we are limiting the scope of 
standard (f), pipelines are not relieved 
of their obligations to refrain from 
unduly discriminatory conduct that is I 
prohibited under the Natural Gas Act or i 
the Natural Gas Policy Act, whether or 
not that conduct is covered by standard 
(f) or any of the other standards. 

With respect to information relating to , 
sales and marketing on a pipeline’s 
system or the system of an affiliated 
pipeline, the Commission believes that 
information should continue to be j 
disclosed for several reasons. First, any 
information obtained by the pipeline 1 
relating to sales and marketing on its j 
system “flow[sl from the pipeline’s \ 
anticompetitive market power.** The | 
Commission’s experience and common \ 
sense tell us that a pipeline has access J 
to a great deal of information which it | 
learns in the process of operating its 
transportation facilities. Its ongoing 
relationship with shippers on its line 
yields information on sales and 
marketing opportunities that are not j 
readily available to others. A I 

contemporaneous disclosure of I 

information relating to sales and I 
marketing on a pipeline’s system is I 
necessary because this type of I 


at 1201. 
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information naturally comes to the 
attention of a pipeline ki connection 
with the transportation needed to get 
the gas from the point of availability to 
the market. The simple knowledge that 
there is a gas supply and a demand for 
gas in a particular location increases 
substantially in value when combined 
with information regarding potentially 
available transportation. The 
Commission believes that disclosing on- 
system sales or marketing information to 
an affiliate creates an undue preference 
because the affiliate would not have 
learned that information but for its 
relationship with the pipeline. 

Second, the Commission believes that 
an undue preference would also be 
created in favor of a marketing affiliate 
if the pipeline gave it information 
concerning sales or marketing on the 
system of an affiliated pipeline. An 
illustration may be helpful: 

Acme Pipeline Company serves the 
southwestern United States and Apex 
Pipeline Company serves New England. Both 
pipelines are owned by the Double A 
Corporation and both are authorized to make 
unbundled firm or interruptible sales of gas 
throughout the country pursuant to § 284.284 
of the Commission’s regulations. In the 
course of business, Apex obtains information 
on a potential gas purchaser on its system 
which it will be unable to serve. Apex 
conveys this information to Acme. However, 
Acme is also unable to serve this potential 
customer. Acme, in turn, conveys this 
information to its marketing affiliate. Acme 
Gas Marketing, which does have gas supplies 
available to serve the customer on Aj>ex’s 
pipeline in New England. 

In this situation, the pipeline would not 
have learned this information but for its 
membership in a corporate family with 
the affiliated pipeline. Further, as 
discussed above, the marketing affiliate 
would not have learned of the sales and 
marketing information but for its 
relationship with the pipeline. 

In a related matter, the court stated 
that applying standard (f) to released-gas 
information prior to the issuance of 
Order No. 497-A might well be 
fundamentally unfair and that the 
Commission could avoid the expense of 
litigation over this issue by announcing 
that it will not retroactively apply the 
standard to released gas information. 
Accordingly, the Commission will not 
retroactively apply the 
contemporaneous disclosure 
requirement of standeird (f) to released 
gas information, that is, standard (f)*s 
application to released gas information 
would begin with the issuance of Order 
No. 497-A. 

aspect to the issue of Order No. 

97 s applicability to Ozark, some 
general background is necessary. Ozark 


Gas Transmission System is a general 
partnership with four equal partners: 

• Ozark Gas Pipeline Corporation, a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of Texas Oil 
and Gas Corporation, which, in turn, is 
a wholly-owned subsidiary of USX 
Corporation; 

• Tennessee Ozark Gas Pipe 
Company, a wholly-owned subsidiary of 
Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company, 
which is, in turn, a wholly-owned 
subsidiary of Tenneco, Inc.; 

• Columbia Gulf Transmission 
Company, a wholly-owned subsidiary of 
the Columbia Gas System, Inc.; and 

• Caney River Transmission 
Company, a wholly-owned subsidiary of 
ONEOK, Inc. 

TXO Production Company (TXO) and 
Tenngasco Corporation (Tenngasco) are 
shippers on Ozark*s system. TXO is 
owned by Texas Oil and Gas 
Corporation and Tenngasco is owned by 
Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company. Thus, 
the parent companies of two of Ozark’s 
partners have marketing affiliates who 
are shippers on the Ozark system. The 
Commission in its Ozark order stated 
that because the parent companies have 
a 25 percent interest in Ozark they are 
presumed to have control over Ozark. 
This finding was based on § 161.2 of the 
Commissionregulations which 
states that “[a] voting interest of 10 
percent or more creates a rebuttable 
presumption of control.” The 
Commission found that the 
requirements of Order No. 497 were 
applicable to Ozark because ”[tlhe 
ownership of Ozark by common parent 
companies with the shippers raises the 
possibility that the companies may seek 
and potentially obtain a preference from 
Ozark on their behalf or on behalf of 
their marketing affiliates.” 

In its opinion in Tenneco v. FERC, the 
court agreed with Ozark that the 
Commission failed to address record 
evidence which called into question the 
presumption of control, j.e., the Ozark 
partnership agreement which states that, 
except in certain limited circumstances, 
the Ozark Management Committee may 
only act if there is unanimous approval 
by each of the partners, who ea^ have 
one vote. The court stated: 

Without remarking at all on the unanimity 
requirement in the Ozark partnership 
agreement, FERC rushed to conclude that 
Ozark had failed to “rebut the presumption 
that the overlapping economic interests of its 
owners provide an incentive for the granting 
of a preference.” Ozark Gas Transmission 
System, 49 FERC at 61,870. As we noted 
above, however, FERC’s economic interest 
analysis is appropriate only after it has 


2^ 18 CFR 161.2, 

2«49 FERC 161,247 at 61,870 (1989). 


properly determined that “control” exists. 
Here, FERC articulated no findings on 
whether “control” existed and provided no 
explanation as to why Ozark’s rebuttal 
evidence did not defeat the presumption of 
control.^® 

Accordingly, the court remanded for 
further proceedings consistent with its 
opinion. 

The Commission finds that despite 
the fact that there is a unanimous 
approval provision in the Ozark 
partnership agreement, the two partners 
that have parent companies with 
marketing affiliates shipping on Ozark’s 
line can still exercise “control” over 
Ozark. Section 161.2 of the 
Commission’s regulations states: 

Control (including the terms “controlling,” 
“controlled by,” and “under conunon control 
with”) includes, but is not limited to, the 
possession, directly or indirectly and 
whether acting alone or in conjunction with 
others, of the authority to direct or cause the 
direction of the management or policies of a 
company. A voting interest of 10 percent or 
more creates a rebuttable presumption of 
control. 

The Commission finds that even with a 
unanimous approval provision in the 
partnership agreement, Ozark Pipeline 
Company and Tennessee Ozark Gas 
Company, the two partners whose 
parent companies have marketing 
affiliates, can each act alone to direct or 
affect the management or policies of 
Ozark Gas Transmission. Since there is 
a unanimous approval requirement, 
each partner has veto power over any 
decision by simply withholding its vote. 
Such power could be exercised in a 
manner that could unduly prefer the 
marketing affiliates related to Ozark’s 
partners, for example, by either or both 
partners refusing to engage in an action 
that would benefit an independent 
marketer in competition with one of 
Ozark’s partners’ affiliates. The 
Commission believes that control can be 
exercised in a negative manner, i.e., by 
withholding approval of a specific 
policy or transaction, as well as in an 
affirmative manner, i.e., by actually 
approving a decision that would unduly 
prefer a marketing affiliate. 

Extension of Reporting Requirements 

Finally, the Commission will also 
extend the sunset date of Order No. 

497’s reporting requirements from 
December 31,1992, until December 31, 
1993, because of the important role they 
will play in the regulatory structure 
created by Order No. 636. Order No. 636 
does not change the requirements 
governing the relationship between 
pipelines and their marketing affiliates. 


*®969 F.2d at 1214. 
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However, Order No. 636 extends the 
requirements of Order No. 497 to 
pipelines providing unbundled gas sales 
service bemuse the pipeline as 
merchant will be the functional 
equivalent of a marketing affiliate.^® The 
Commission found in Order No. 636 
that unbundling does not eliminate the 
potential for pipelines to favor their 
marketing afhliates because there is no 
change in the pipeline's control over the 
transportation function. Because of the 
fact that the potential for abuse in favor 
of marketing affiliates still exists, as 
recognized by Order No. 636, and the 
court found that it was in the 
Commission's discretion to provide for 
an annual review of the costs and 
benehts of Order No. 497's reporting 
requirements, the Commission will 
extend the sunset provision until 
December 31,1993. This action is 
consistent with the Commission’s 
finding in Order No. 636-A that abuses 
in the area of marketing affiliates might 
not be a perpetual problem and that 
increased competition that will result 
after unbundling may reduce the 
incentive for abuse. 

Although Order No. 636 does not 
change the requirements governing the 
relationship between pipelines and their 
marketing affiliates, the structural 
change engendered by full compliance 
with the rule would remove the need to 
continue filing the affiliated 
transportation log (FERC Form No. 592) 
with the Commission. Order No. 636*s 
EBB requirements ensure certain 
minimum standards for maintaining and 
communicating information about a 
pipeline’s available capacity, current 
capacity release offers, and affiliate 
marketing-related information.^’ Unless 
further case-specific action is taken by 
the Commission. 90 days after the 
Commission has determined that a 
pipeline is in full compliance with the 
requirements of Order No. 636, that 
pipeline will no longer be required to 
^bmit the affiliated transportation log 
(FERC Form 592) to the Commission. 

The pipeline must continue to 
maintain and to provide its affiliated 
transportation log information on its 


^For this reason, the Commission notes that 
pipeline sales, after compliance with Order No. 636. 
need not be performed by the pipelii>e's marketing 
afniiate. Rather such sales may ^ performed on an 
unbundled basis by a separate sales division of the 
pioeiine. Such sales are subject to certain 
requirements discussed in Order No. 636 and Order 
No. 636-A. 

In brief, new $ 284.8(bK4) and § 284.9(b)(4) 
require that a pipeline’s EBB must provide for 
information downloading by users, daily back up of 
information, purging information on completed 
transactions, displaying most recent entries ahead 
of information posl^ earlier, on-line help, a search 
function and menu selections. 

3=*18CFR 250.16(a)(3). 


EBB.^^ In practice, this means that 
pipelines remain subject to the 
standards of conduct and will continue 
to maintain the Order Nos. 497- and 
636-mandated information, but will no 
longer be required to file FERC Form 
No. 592 with the Commission.^ 

V. Information Collection Statement 

The Office of Management and 
Budget’s (OMB) regulations^* require 
that OMB approve certain information 
collection requirements imposed by 
agency rule. The information collection 
requirements of Order No. 497 are 
contained in FERC Form No. 592, 
’’Marketing Affiliates of Interstate 
Pipelines.” The Commission is notifying 
OMB that it is extending the sunset 
provision for Order No. 497's reporting 
requirements and submitting the 
information collection provisions in this 
notice for its approval. 

Interested persons can obtain 
information on the information 
collection provisions by contacting the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 
941 North Capitol Street, NE., 
Washington, DC 20426 (Attention: 
Michael Miller, Information Policy and 
Standards Branch, (202): 208-1415). 
Comments on the information collection 
provisions can be sent to the Office of 
Information and Regulatory Affairs of 
OMB, New Executive Office Building. 
Washington, EXD 20503 (Attention: Desk 
Officer for the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission). 

VI. Effective Date 

This order is effective January 13, 
1993. 

List of Subjects 
18CFHPart 161 

Natural gas. Reporting and 
recordkeeping requirements. 

18 CFH Part 250 

Natural gas. Reporting and 
recordkeeping requirements. 

In consideration of the foregoing, the 
Commission amends parts 161 and 250, 
chapter I, title 18 Code of Federal 
Regulations as set forth below. 


In Order No. 636, the Commission created new 
regulations which, inter aNa, require all interstate 
pipelines transporting pursuant to Part 284 of the 
Commission’s regulations to create and maintain 
EBBs. See § 284.8(b)(4) and § 284.9(b)(4), 57 FR 
13267 (April 16.1992). Once operation^, the EBB 
would become a pipeline’s tool for compliance with 
Order No. 497’s 24-hour electronic information 
requirement. See 18 CFR 250.16(g)(2) (1992). 

Although pipelines would no longer be 
required to file FERC Form 592 with the 
Commission, they would still be required to follow 
the content requirements of that form in providing 
electronic access and maintaining affiliated 
transportation log information. 

”5 CFR 1320.14. 


By the Commission. Commissioner Moler 
dissented in part with a separate statement 
attached. Commissioner Terzic dissented. 
Lois D. Cashel], 

Secretary. 

PART 161—STANDARDS OF 
CONDUCT FOR INTERSTATE 
PIPELINES WITH MARKETING 
AFFILIATES 

1. The authority citation for part 161 
is revised to read as follows: 

Authority; 15 U.S.C. 717-717w, 3301- 
3432; 42 U.S.C 7101-7352. 

2. In § 161.3, paragraph (f) is revised 
to read as follows: 

§ 161.3 Standards of conduct 

• n n If a 

(f) To the extent it provides to a 
marketing affiliate information related 
to transportation of natural gas, or 
information related to gas sales or gas 
marketing on its system or the system of 
an affiliated pipeline, it must provide 
that information contemporaneously to 
all potential shippers, affiliated and 
nonaffiHated, on its system. Pipelines 
are not required to contemporaneously 
disclose: (1) Gas sales or gas marketing 
information that is available from public 
sources and (2> Information related to 
gas sales or gas marketing off a 
pipeline’s system, but not involving the 
system of an affiliated pipeline. 

* * « * • 

PART 250—FORMS 

1. The authority citation for part 250 
is revised to read as follows: 

Authority; 15 U.S.C. 717-717w, 3301- 
3432; 42 U.S.C. 7101-7352, 

2. In § 250.16, paragraphs (a)(3), (c)(1), 
(c)(2) introductory text and (d)(1) are 
revised to read as follows: 

§ 250.16 Format of compliance plan for 
transportation services and affiliate 
transactions. 

[a] Who must comply. * * * 

(3) Maintain all information required 
under this section from the time the 
information is received until December 
31, 1993. 

***** 

(c) What to maintain. 

(1) An interstate pipeline must 
maintain the information in paragraph 
(b)(2) of this section for all requests for 
transportation services made by 
nonaffi Hated shippers or in which a 
nonaffiliated shipper is involved from 
the time the information is received 
until December 31,1993. 

(2) The information r^uired to be 
maintained by this section will be 
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available from September 12,1988 until 
December 31,1994 to: 

* * * * * 

(d) When to file, 

(1) The information in paragraph 
(b)(1) of this section and entries in the 
log specified in paragraph (b)(2) of this 
section relating to transportation 
requests for which transportation has 
commenced 30 days or more previously, 
which have been denied, or which have 
been pending for more than six months, 
must be filed initially with the 
Commission by September 19,1988, 
and thereafter as required by paragraphs 
(d)(2) and (d)(4) until the earlier of: 90 
days after the Commission has 
determined that the pipeline is in full 
compliance with the requirements of 
Order No. 636; or December 31,1993. 
This requirement applies to 
transportation service that commenced 
or transportation requests that were 
denied after July 14,1988, or that were 
pending for six months or more on July 
14,1988. 

***** 

Moler, Commissioner, dissenting in 
part: 

With only minor exceptions, the 
majority continues to require that 
pipelines contemporaneously disclose 
to all shippers the gas sales and 
marketing information provided to their 
affiliates.' I disagree as a matter of 
policy. The requirement for 
contemporaneous disclosure unduly 
burdens pipelines and gives the 
pipelines’ competitors an unwarranted 
advantage. It is also unnecessary 
because Standards C and E are more 
than adequate safeguards against 
affiliate abuse. 

Standard C prohibits pipelines from 
giving their marketing affiliates 
preferences in receiving open access 
transportation,* Standard E prohibits 
pipelines from disclosing, to their 
marketing affiliates, information which 
they receive from nonaffiliated 
shippers.* The retention of these 
provisions adequately protects 
nonaffiliated marketers. The court's 
main concern in Tenneco Gas v. Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission 
(Tenneco)^ was that a pipeline should 
not be allowed to use its market power 
over transportation to skew the 
competitive market for natural gas in 


order excludes 6*0111 the contemporaneous 
ajsclosure requirement information obtained from 
public sources and information that does not 
airectly involve the pipeline or an affiliated 
pipeline. Slip op. at 10. 

Me CFR 161.3(c). 

Me CFR 161.3(0). 

"969 F.2d 1187 (DC Cir. 1992). 


favor of its affiliate.® These provisions 
accomplish that without imposing 
undue burdens on pipelines and Uieir 
affiliates. 

I also disagree as a matter of law. I do 
not believe the Commission has met the 
challenge imposed by the court in order 
to justify retention of Standard F in the 
face of court’s explicit remand in 
Tenneco. There the court found the 
commission’s explanation for requiring 
contemporaneous disclosure of sales 
and marketing information was 
‘‘unsatisfactory’’.® On remand, the court 
required us to justify the disclosure 
requirement in terms of the pipeline’s 
monopoly control over transportation 
service.* This the Commission has 
failed to do. 

The order is vague; it does not discuss 
the types of sales and marketing 
information that may be obtained in 
providing transportation services, and 
thus properly subject to disclosure. 
Instead, the order cites as truth the bare 
assumptions previously advanced and 
rejected by the Tenneco court: That a 
pipeline’s ongoing relationship with 
shippers yields information on sales and 
marketing information that is not 
readily available to others and that 
disclosing this information only to an 
affiliate creates an undue preference 
because the affiliate would not have 
otherwise learned that information. The 
order utterly fails to meet the burden of 
showing how this flows from the 
pipeline’s anticompetitive exercise of 
market power. Wrapping itself in the 
court’s language, the Commission 
concludes, without support or 
explanation, that any information 
obtained by the pipeline relating to sales 
and marketing on its system “flowls] 
from the pipeline’s anticompetitive 
market powers” and thus must be 
subject to disclosure.® The Commission, 
repeating the error exposed by the 
Tenneco court, asks the world to rely on 
“common sense” and the Commission’s 
“experience.” ® That is not good 
enough.'® 


»969 F.2 datl 201. 

®969 F.2 datl 201. 

^ In particular, the Commission was to “ensure 
that the final requirement is reasonably tailored to 
meet the Commission's goals of improving the 
market and benefiting consumers, as well as 
preventing undue discrimination." 969 F.2d at 
1201. 

•Slip op. at 13; c/. 969 F.2d at 1201 ("(blut 
advantages a pipeline gives its affiliate are improper 
only to the extent that they flow from the pipeline's 
anti-competitive market power"). 

•Slip op. at 13. 

’®To be sure, while courts must defer to the 
"informed discretion" of the Commission, we must 
demonstrate how we are "informed" by relevant 
factual evidence. See generally Michigan 
Consolidated Gas Co. v. FERC, 883 F.2d 117,123- 


The court has already rejected the 
circular reasoning that any advantage to 
a marketing affiliate is a bad 
advantage." The advantage a pipeline 
gives to its marketing affiliate is 
improper only to the extent that the 
advantage flows from the pipeline’s 
anticompetitive market power. 
Otherwise, the court said, we w'ould 
improperly cripple the permissible 
efficiencies of vertical integration that 
“cannot by themselves be considered 
uses of monopoly power.” '* 

In conclusion, I would eliminate the 
contemporaneous disclosure 
requirement for all sales and marketing 
information. Thus I dissent. 

Elizabeth Anne Moler, 

Commissioner. 

IFR Doc. 92-30269 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am) 
BILUNQ CODE «717-ei>M 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
Internal Revenue Service 

26 CFR Part 1 

[T.D. 8452] 

RIN 1545-AG02 

Information Returns of Brokers 

AGENCY: Internal Revenue Service, 
Treasury. 

ACTION: Final regulations. 

SUMMARY: This document contains final 
regulations relating to information 
returns of brokers. Changes to the 
applicable law were made by the Tax 
Equity and Fiscal Responsibility Act of 
1982. The regulations affect brokers 
effecting dispositions (including short 
sales) of securities, commodities, 
regulated futures contracts, and forward 
contracts and provide them with 
guidance needed to comply with the 
law. 


124 (DC Cir. 1989), cert, denied, 494 U.S. 1079 
(1990). 

''The Commission made essentially the same 
claims to the court on brief as it does here. 

There is no merit to the pipeline's argument that 
the Commission exceeded its authority in requiring 
disclosure of sales and marketing information rathei 
than just transportation related information. As the 
Commission explained, for a pipeline to share sales 
and marketing information, like transportation 
information, with its affiliate, and not others, 
presents an obvious potential for undue 
discrimination * * *. Since the sales and 
marketing information, like transportation 
information, can afford a pipeline affiliate a 
sigmficant advantage, the Commission had ample 
opportunity to require its disclosure to all potential 
shippers if the pipeline discloses such information 
to its affiliate. 

Brief of Respondent Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission at 37-38 (citations and footnote 
omitted). 

'2 969 F.2d at 1201. 
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EFFECnVE DATE: The regulaticHis are 
effective July 1,1983. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

John P. Moriarty, 202-622—4950 (not a 
toll-free call). 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Background 

Section 1.6045-1(a)(5) of the Income 
Tax Regulations (26 CFR part 1) defines 
the term **commodity^^ for purposes of 
the information reporting requirements 
of section 6045 of the Internal Revenue 
Code. On January 5,1964, the Internal 
Revenue Service published in the 
Federal Register proposed amendments 
(49 FR 646) to those regulations to 
clarify the definition of a commodity. 
The proposed regulations also contain 
an exception to die information 
reporting requirements for sales of small 
amounts of commodities. 

Public Comments 

A number of comments on the 
proposed regulations suggested specific 
de minimis dollar amounts or quantities 
of commodities that should be excepted 
from reporting. A public hearing on the 
January 1984 regulations was held on 
March 28,1984. After consideration of 
all written comments regarding the 
proposed amendments, the final 
regulations under section 6045 are 
revised by this Treasury decision. The 
Internal Revenue Service anticipates 
finalizing the remaining aspects of the 
propK)sed amendments in the near 
mture. 

Explanation of Provisiona 

After considering the comments 
submitted with respect to the proposed 
regulations, the Service has concluded 
that specifically tailored rules that 
except certain transactions from the 
information reporting requirements will 
more appropriately balance the cost of 
reporting against the improvement in 
compliance attributable to reporting 
than a general de minimis rule. Furdier, 
the Service has determined that these 
rules should not necessarily be limited 
to transactions involving commodities, 
but rather should apply to sales of 
securities as well in appropriate 
circumstances. 

Accordingly, the final regulations 
provide that no return of information is 
required for a sale efiected by a broker 
for a customer if the sale is an “excepted 
sale.” A sale is an excepted sale if it is 
so designated by the Service in a 
revenue ruling or revenue procedure 
published in the Internal Revenue 
Bulletin. 

Special Analyses 

It nas been determined that these 
rules are not major rules as defined in 


Executive Order 12291. Therefore, a 
Regulatory Impact Analysis is not 
required. It has also been determined 
that section 553 (b) of the 
Administrative Procedure Act (5 U.S.C. 
chapter 5) and the Regulatory Flexibility 
Act (5 U.S.C. chapter 6) do not apply to 
these regulations, and, therefore, a final 
Regulatory Flexibility Analysis is not 
required. 

Drafting Information 

The principal author of these 
regulations is John P. Moriarty of the 
Office of the Assistant Chief ^unsel 
(Income Tax and Accounting), Internal 
Revenue Service. However, personnel 
from other offices of the Internal 
Revenue Service and Treasury 
Department participated in developing 
the regulations on matters of both 
substance and style. 

List of Subjects in 26 CFR 1.6031-1 
through 1.6060-1 

Income taxes. Reporting and 
recordkeeping requirements. 

Adoption of amendments to the 
regulations 

Accordingly, 26 CFR part 1 is 
amended as follows: 

part 1—income TAX; TAXABLE 
YEARS BEGINNING AFTER 
DECEMBER 31,19S3 

Paragraph 1. The authority citation 
for part 1 is amended by adding the 
following authority citation: 

Authority: 26 U.S.C. 7805 • • • Section 

1.6045-1 also issued under 26 U.S.C 6045 

• * * 

Par. 2. Section 1.6045-1 is amended 
by revising paragraph (c)(3) to read as 
follows: 

§ 1.6045-1 Returns of information of 
brokers and barter axchangea. 
***** 

(c) * ♦ * 

(3) Fxceptio/is—(i) In general. Except 
as provided in paragraph (c)(3)(ii) of this 
section, the exceptions set fortkin 
paragraph (c)(3) of § 5f.6045-l of this 
chapter apply to sales effected on or 
after May 29,1984. For an exception for 
certain sales of agricultural commodities 
and certificates issued by the 
Commodity Credit Corporation after 
January 1,1993, see paragraph (c)(7) of 
this section. With respect to sales 
effected before May 29,1984, the 
exceptions provided in § 1.6045-l{c)(3) 
(as contain^ in the CFR edition revised 
as of April 1,1984) apply. 

(ii) Excepted sales. No return of 
information is required with respect to 
a sale effected by a broker for a customer 


if the sale is an excepted sale. For this 
purpose, a sale is an excepted sale if it 
is so designated by the Internal Revenue 
Service in a revenue ruling or revenue 
procedure published in the Internal 
Revenue Bulletin. (See 
§ 60t.601(d)(2)(ii)(5) of this chapter). 
***** 

Shiriey D. Petenon, 

Conunissioner of Internal Revenue. 

Approved: November 19,1992. 

Allen J. Wilensky, 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Treasury. 
(FR Doc. 92-30069 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am) 
BILUNO CODE OSO-OI-M 


26 CFR Part 301 
[TO 6453] 

RIN 1545-AM68 

Review of Jeopardy Levy or 
Asseesmerit Procedures 

AGENCY: Internal Revenue Service, 
Treasury. 

ACTION: Final regulations. 


SUMMARY: This document contains final 
regulations relating to the procedures 
for review of jeopardy levies and 
jeopardy and termination assessments. 
The Tedinical and Miscellaneous 
Revenue Act of 1988 expanded the 
coverage of the existing procedures for 
the review of an assessment made under 
sections 6851(a), 6852(a), 6861(a), or 
6862 to include the review of those 
jeopardy levies made less than 30 days 
after notice and demand for payment is 
made imder section 6331(a). In addition, 
because Congress intended to permit 
administrative and judicial review of all 
jeopardy levy cases where the general 
notice requirements of section 6331 (a) 
and (d) are not met, the regulations 
extend review to include all such cases. 
The regulations also incorporate the 
modifications to section 7429 which 
now provide the Tax Court with 
concurrent jurisdiction with the federal 
district courts regarding the review of 
jeopardy and termination assessments 
and jeopardy levies in certain 
circumstances, where previously 
the district courts had jurisdiction with 
respect to the review of jeopardy and 
termination assessments. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: These regulations are 
effective on December 14,1992. 
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT; 
Joseph W. Clark. 202-622-3640 (not a 
toll-free call). 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Background 

This document contains final 
regulations amending the Procedure and 
Administration Regulations (26 CFR 
part 301) under section 7429 of the 
Internal Revenue Code (Code). The 
regulations reflect the amendment of 
section 7429 by section 6237 of the 
Technical and Miscellaneous Revenue 
Act of 1988 (Pub. L. No. 100-647). 

Explanation of Provisions 

The Internal Revenue Service 
published a notice of pronosed 
rulemaking in the Federal Register on 
May 9,1991. The Internal Revenue 
Service received no public comments on 
the proposed regulations. No changes 
have been made to the final regulations. 

Section 6237 of the Technical and 
Miscellaneous Revenue Act of 1988 
(TAMRA) (Pub. L. No. 100-647,102 
Stat. 3573) amended section 7429 of the 
Code to extend the existing procedures 
relating to the review of jeopardy and 
termination assessments to the review of 
certain jeopardy levies. The regulations 
specify that the Internal Revenue 
Service must give the taxpayer whose 
property has been subjected to jeopardy 
or termination assessment a written 
statement of the information on which 
the action is based within 5 days of the 
date the jeopardy or termination 
assessment is made. A written statement 
is also required within 5 days of the 
date that a jeopardy levy is made if the 
general notice requirements of section 
6331 (a) and (d) are not mot with respect 
to the levy. The taxpayer has 30 days 
from receipt of the written statement or, 
if no statement was provided, 30 days 
from the date the statement was 
required to be furnished to request 
administrative review. The taxpayer 
may commence judicial review of the 
reasonableness of the jeopardy or 
termination assessment or levy by 
bringing a civil action in the appropriate 
court within 90 days after the earlier of 

(1) the date of notice of the 
administrative review determination or 

(2) the 16th day after the request for 
review was made. The regulations 
further reflect the grant to the Tax Court 
of concurrent jurisdiction with the 
federal district courts over challenges to 
jeopardy and termination assessments 
and levies if the taxpayer has filed a 
petition with the Tax Court prior to the 
making of the jeopardy assessment or 
levy with respect to any deficiency 
covered by the jeopardy assessment or 
levy notice. 


Special Analyses 

It has been determined that these 
regulations are not major rules as 
defined in Executive Order 12291. 
Therefore, a Regulatory Impact Analysis 
is not required. It has also been 
determined that section 553(b) of the 
Administrative Procedure Act (5 U.S.C. 
chapter 5) and the Regulatory Flexibility 
Act (5 U.S.C. chapter 6) do not apply to 
these regulations, and, therefore, a final 
Regulatory Flexibility Analysis is not 
required. Pursuant to section 7805 of the 
Internal Revenue Code, the notice of 
proposed rulemaking for these 
regulations was submitted to the C3iief 
Counsel for Advocacy of the Small 
Business Administration for comment 
on its impact on small business. 

Drafting Information 

The principal author of these 
regulations is Joseph W. Clark, Office of 
the Assistant Chief Counsel (General 
Litigation), Internal Revenue Service. 
However, personnel from other offices 
of the Internal Revenue Service and 
Treasury Department participated in 
their development. 

Lists of Subjects in 26 CFR Part 301 

Administrative practice and 
procedure. Alimony, Bankruptcy, Child 
support, Continental shelf, Courts, 
Crime, Employment taxes, Estate taxes. 
Excise taxes. Gift taxes. Income taxes. 
Investigations, Law enforcement, Oil 
pollution. Penalties, Pensions, 

Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements, Statistics, Taxes. 

Adoption of Amendments to the 
Regulations 

Accordingly, 26 CFR part 301 is 
amended as follows: 

Paragraph 1. The authority citation 
for part 301 continues to read in part as 
follows: 

Authority; 26 U.S.C. 7805 • * • 

Par. 2 Sections 301.7429-1, 
301.7429-2 and 301.7429-3 are revised 
to read as follows: 

§ 301.7429-1 Review of jeopardy and 
termination aesesement and Jeopardy levy 
procedures; Information to taxpayer. 

Not later than 5 days after the day on 
which an assessment is made under 
section 6851(a), 6852(a), 6861(a), or 
6862, or a levy is made under section 
6331(a) without complying with the 
notice before levy provisions of section 
6331(d), the district director shall 
provide the taxpayer a written statement 
setting forth the information upon 
which the district director relies in 
authorizing such assessment or levy. 


f 301.7429-2 Review of jeopardy and 
termination assessment and jeopardy levy 
procedures. 

(a) Bequest for administrative review. 
Any request for the review of a jeopardy 
or termination assessment or jeopardy 
levy provided for by section 7429(a)(2) 
shall be filed with the district director 
within 30 days after the statement 
described in § 301.7429-1 is given to the 
taxpayer. However, if no statement is 
given within the 5 day period described 
in § 301.7429-1, any request for review 
of the jeopardy or termination 
assessment or jeopardy levy shall be 
filed within 35 days after the date such 
assessment or levy is made. Such 
request shall be in writing, shall state 
fully the reasons for the request, and 
shall be supported by such evidence as 
will enable ^e district director to make 
the redetermination described in section 
7429(a)(3). 

(b) Administrative review. In 
determining whether the assessment is 
reasonable and the amount assessed is 
appropriate, or whether the jeopardy 
levy is reasonable, the district director 
shall take into account not only 
information available at the time the 
assessment or jeopardy levy is made but 
also information which subsequently 
becomes available. 

(c) Abatement of assessment. For 
rules relating to the abatement of 
assessments made imder sections 6851 
and 6861 see § § 301.6861-l(e), 
301.6861-l(f) and 1.6851-l(d) of this 
chapter. 

S 301.7429-3 Review of jeopardy and 
termination assessment and jeopardy levy 
procedures; judicial action. 

(a) Time for bringing judicial action. 
An action for judicial review described 
in section 7429(b) may be instituted by 
the taxpayer during the period 
beginning on the earlier of— 

(1) The date the district director 
notifies the taxpayer of the 
determination described in section 
7429(a)(3) and ending on the 90th day 
thereafter; or 

(2) The 16th day after the request 
described in section 7429(a)(2) was 
made by the taxpayer and ending on the 
90th day thereafter. 

(b) Extension of period for judicial 
review. The United States Government 
may not by itself seek an extension of 
the 20 day period described in section 
7429(b)(3), but it may join with the 
taxpayer in seeking such an extension. 

(c) Jurisdiction for determination. —In 
general, the United States district court 
will have exclusive jurisdiction over 
any civil action for a determination 
described in section 7429(b). However, 
if a petition for a redetermination of a 
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deficiency has been timely filed with 
the Tax Court prior to the making of an 
assessment or levy that is subject to the 
section 7429 review procedures, and 
one or more of the taxes and tax periods 
before the Tax Court as a result of the 
petition is also included in the written 
statement that was provided to the 
taxpayer, then the Tax Court will have 
jurisdiction concurrent with the district 
courts over any civil action for a judicial 
determination with respect to all the 
taxes and tax periods included in the 
written statement. In all other cases, the 
appropriate United States district court 
continues to have exclusive jurisdiction 
over such an action. 

David G. Blattner, 

Acting Commissioner of Internal Bevenue. 

Approved: November 13,1992, 

Fred T. Goldberg, Jr., 

Assistant Secretary of the Treasury. 

[FR Doc. 92-30184 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am] 
BiLUNG CODE 4«30-01-M 


Office of Foreign Assets Control 
31 CFR Part 500 

Foreign Assets Control Regulations 

AGENCY: Office of Foreign Assets 
Control, Treasury. 

ACTION: Final Rule, amendment. 

SUMMARY: The Office of Foreign Assets 
Control (FAC) is amending the Foreign 
Assets Control Regulations (the 
“FACR”), to authorize U.S. common 
carriers to make current settlement 
payments to Vietnam or Vietnamese 
nationals with respect to 
telecommunications transactions 
involving Vietnam. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: December 14,1992. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Steven I. Pinter, Chief of Licensing (tel.: 
202/622-2480), or William B. Hoffman, 
Chief Counsel (tel: 202/622-2410), 
Office of Foreign Assets Control, 
Department of the Treasury, 
Washington, DC 20220. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This rule 
amends § 500,571 of the FACR (31 CFR 
part 500), which authorizes 
telecommunications transactions 
involving Vietnam, provided that 
payments owed to Vietnam or its 
nationals are deposited into blocked 
interest-bearing accounts in domestic 
U.S. banks pending full lifting of the 
embargo. The final rule removes the 
requirement that such proceeds be 
deposited into blocked U.S. accounts, 
and the requirement that the 
establishment of these accounts be 
reported to FAC. The effect of this 


amendment is to authorize current 
settlement accounts with Vietnam or its 
nationals arising from 
telecommunications authorized in 
§500.571 of the FACR. 

Because the FACR involve a foreign 
affairs function. Executive Order 12291 
and the provisions of the Administrative 
Procedure Act, 5 D.S.C. 563, requiring 
notice of proposed rulemaking 
opportunity for public participation, 
and delay in effective date are 
inapplicable. Because no notice of 
proposed rulemaking is required for this 
rule, the Regulatory Flexibility Act, 5 
U.S.C. 601 et seq., does not apply. 

List of Subjects in 31 CFR Part 500 

Banks, Blocking of assets. Reporting 
and recordkeeping requirements. 
Telecommunications, Vietnam. 

For the reasons set forth in the 
preamble, 31 CFR part 500 is amended 
as follows: 

PART 500—FOREIGN ASSETS 
CONTROL REGULATIONS 

1. The authority citation for Part 500 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 50 U.S.C. App. 5, as amended; 
E.O. 9193, 7 FR 5205, 3 CFR 1938-1943 Cum. 
Supp., p. 1174; E.O, 9989,13 FR 4891, 3 CFR 
1943-1948 Comp., p. 748. 

Subpart E—Licenses, Authorizations, 
and Statements of Licensing Policy 

2. Section 500.571 is revised to read 
as follows: 

§ 500.571 Transactions related to 
telecommunications authorized. 

All transactions of U.S. common 
carriers incident to the receipt or 
transmission of telecommunications 
involving Vietnam are authorized. 

Note: Exports or reexports to Vietnam of 
goods and technical data, or of the direct 
products of technical data (regardless of U.S. 
content), not prohibited by this part may 
require authorization from the U.S. 
Department of Commerce pursuant to the 
Export Administration Regulations, 15 CFR 
parts 768-799. 

Dated: November 17,1992. 

R. Richard Newcomb, 

Director, Office of Foreign Assets Control. 

Apprbved: November 25,1992. 

Peter K. Nunez, 

Assistant Secretary (Enforcement). 

[FR Doc. 92-30188 Filed 12-9-92; 12:05 pmj 
BILUNG CODE 4aiO-2S-4l 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
Office of the Secretary 

32 CFR Part 367 
[DoD Directive 5136.1] 

Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Health Affairs (ASO(HA)) 

AGENCY: Office of the Secretary, DoD. 
ACTION: Final rule. 

SUMMARY: This document revised 32 
CFR part 367 to reflect the Deputy 
Secretary of Defense’s guidance on 
strengthening the medical personnel, 
facilities, programs, land funding and 
other resources within DoD which are 
subject to the authority, direction and 
control of the ASD (Health Affairs). In 
addition, this document establishes the 
Defense Medical Advisory Council to 
provide advice to the ASD (Health 
Affairs). 

EFFECTIVE DATE: December 2,1992. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: R. 
Kennedy, Office of the Director of 
Administration and Management, 
Organizational and Management 
Planning, Pentagon, Washington, DC, 
20301, telephone 703-697-1142. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

List of Subjects in 32 CFR Part 367 

Organization and functions 
(Government agencies). 

Accordingly, 32 CFR part 367 is 
revised to read as follows: 

PART 367—Assistant Secretary of 
Defense for Health Affairs (ASO(HA)) 

Sec. 

367.1 Purpose. 

367.2 Applicability. 

367.3 Responsibilities. 

367.4 Functions. 

367.5 Relationships. 

367.6 Authorities. 

Authority: 10 U.S.C. 136. 

§367.1 Purpose. 

Pursuant to the authority vested in the 
Secretary of Defense under title 10, 
United States Code, this part: 

(a) Designates one of the positions of 
Assistant Secretary of Defense as the 
ASD(HA). 

(b) Assigns responsibilities, functions, 
relationships, and authorities, as 
prescribed herein, to the ASD(HA). 

§367.2 Applicability. 

This part applies to the Office of Ao 
Secretary of Defense (OSD); the Military 
Departments; the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff and the Joint Staff; the 
Unified and Specified Commands; the 
Office of the Inspector General, 
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Department of Defense; the Defense 
Agencies; and the DoD Field Activities 
(hereafter referred to collectively as the 
‘DoD Components’*)- 

§ 367.3 Responsibiiities. 

The Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Health Affairs is the principal staff 
assistant and advisor to the Secretary of 
Defense for all DoD health policies, 
programs, and activities and is 
responsible for the effective execution of 
the Department’s medical mission 
which is to provide, and to maintain 
readiness to provide, medical services 
and support to members of the Armed 
Forces during military operations, and 
to provide medical services and support 
to members of the Armed Forces, their 
dependents, and others entitled to DoD 
medical care. 

(a) In carrying out his responsibilities, 
the ASD(HA) shall exercise authority, 
direction, and control over the medical 
personnel, facilities, programs, and 
funding and other resources within the 
Department of Defense. The ASD(HA)’s 
exercise of that authority, direction, and 
control shall include, but not be limited 
to: 

(1) Establishing policies, procedures, 
and standards which shall govern DoD 
medical programs. 

(2) Serving as program manager for all 
DoD health and medical resources. 
Prepare and submit in the Department’s 
planning, programming, and budgeting 
system (PPBS) a unified medical 
program and budget to provide 
resources for all medical activities 
within the Department of Defense. 
Consistent with applicable law, all 
funding for the DoD medical program, 
including operation and maintenance, 
procurement, research and 
development, and the Civilian Health 
and Medical Program of the Uniformed 
Services (CHAMPUS), but excluding the 
personnel funds for active and reserve 
medical military personnel, which shall 
be in a single defense medical 
appropriations account, and funds for 
medical facility military construction 
shall be in a single appropriations 
account. 

(3) Presenting and justifying the 
unified medical program and budget 
throughout the PPBS process, including 
the Defense Planning and Resources 
Board, and with Congress. 

(4) Performing sucn other duties as 
the Secretary or Deputy Secretary of 
Defense may assign. 

(b) The ASD(HA) may not direct a 
change in the structure of the chain of 
command within a Military Department 
with respect to medical personnel and 
may not direct a change in the structure 
of the chain of command with respect 


to medical personnel assigned to that 
command. 

§ 367.4 Functions. 

The ASD(HA) shall: 

(a) Carry out the responsibilities 
described in § 367.3, including for the 
following functional areas: 

(1) Medical readiness. 

(2) Disease prevention. 

(3) Health promotion. 

(4) Health benefits programs. 

(5) Alcohol and drug abuse treatment. 

(6) Cost containment. 

(7) Professional affairs, quality 
assurance, and utilization management. 

(8) Medical information systems. 

(9) DoD medical research and 
development program. 

(to) Procurement, professional 
development, and retention of medical 
and dental personnel, and related health 
care specialists and technicians. 

(11) Military medical construction. 

(12) Medically related services for 
disabled children. 

(13) DoD financed, civilian provided, 
health care services. 

(14) Medical education and graduate 
medical education programs. 

(b) Chair and establish the agenda of 
the Defense Medical Advisory Council 
(DMAC), which shall provide advice to 
the ASD(HA) in the execution of the 
DoD medical mission. The DMAC shall 
consist of the ASD(HA). one civilian 
Presidential Appointee from each of the 
Military Departments designated by the 
Secretary concerned, one general or flag 
officer from each Military Service 
designated by the Secretary of the 
Military Department concerned, and the 
President of the Uniformed Services 
University of the Health Sciences. 

(c) Chair the Armed Services 
Biomedical Research Evaluation and 
Management Committee. 

§367.7 Relationships. 

(a) In the performance of assigned 
duties, the ASD(HA) shall: 

(1) Coordinate and exchange 
information with other OSD Officials 
and heads of DoD Components having 
collateral or related functions. 

(2) Consult, as appropriate, with the 
Comptroller of the Department of 
Defense (C, DoD), and the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense for Program 
Analysis and Evaluation to ensure that 
medical planning, programming, and 
budgeting activities are integrated with 
(he DoD PPBS. The C, DoD shall allocate 
and reallocate the funds in the Defense 
Health Program account and the ^ 
medical facility military construction 
account among the DoD Components in 
accordance with ASD(HA) instructions 
and applicable law. 


(3) Obtain through the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, submissions of 
the operational and other needs of the 
commanders of the Unified and 
Specified commands, and obtain 
submission from the Secretaries of the 
Military departments of their proposed 
elements of the medical unified program 
and budget, and shall consider, review, 
and integrate those submissions as 
appropriate. 

(4) Use existing facilities and services 
of the Department of Defense or other 
Federal Agencies, whenever practicable, 
to achieve maximum efficiency and 
economy. 

(5) Exercise direction, authority, and 
control over; 

(i) The Office of Civilian Health and 
Medical Program of the Uniformed 
Services. 

(ii) The Defense Medical Programs 
Activity. 

(iii) The Armed Forces Institute of 
Pathology. 

(iv) The Uniformed Services 
University of the Health Sciences 
(USUHS) pursuant to the authority 
vested in the Secretary of Defense by 10 
U.S.C. Chapter 104 and the Department 
of Defense Appropriations Act, 1991, 
except that the authority to appoint the 
President of the USUHS is reserved to 
the Secretary of Defense. 

(b) Other OSD officials and Heads of 
DoD Components shall coordinate with 
the ASD(HA) on all matters concerning 
the functions in § 367.4. 

§ 367.5 Authorities. 

The ASD(HA) is hereby delegated 
authority to: 

(a) Issue orders, DoD Instructions, 
publications, and one-time directive- 
type memoranda, consistent with DoD 
5025.1-Mregarding the 
accomplishment of functions and 
responsibilities assigned by the 
Secretary of Defense in this part. 
Instructions to the Military Departments 
shall be issued through the Secretaries 
of those Departments. Instructions to 
Unified or Specified Commands shall be 
communicated through the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

(b) Obtain reports, information, 
advice, and assistance, consistent with 
DoD Directive 7750.5 as necessary. 

(c) Communicate directly with the 
Heads of the DoD Components. 
Communications to the Commanders of 
the Unified and Specified Commands 
shall be coordinated through the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 


' Copies may be obtained, at cost, from the 
National Technical Information Service. 5285 Port 
Royal Road. Springfield. VA 22161. 

2 See footnote 1 to § 367.5(a). 
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(d) Make determinations on the 
uniform implementation of laws on 
separation from the Military 
Departments due to physical disability 
as prescribed in DoD Directive 
1332.18 3. 

(e) Develop, issue, and maintain 
regulations, with the coordination of the 
Military Departments, as necessary and 
appropriate to fulfill the Secretary of 
Defense’s responsibility to administer 
10 U.S.C. chapter 55. 

(f) Establish arrangements for DoD 
participation in nondefense 
governmental programs for which the 
ASD{HA) has been assigned primary 
cognizance. 

(g) Communicate with other 
Government Agencies, representatives 
of the legislative branch, and members 
of the public, as appropriate, in carrying 
out assigned functions. 

(h) The ASD(HA) also is hereby 
delegated the authorities contained in 
enclosure 1 of DoD Directive 5105.45^. 
The ASD(HA) may modify, terminate, or 
redelegate these authorities, in whole or 
in part as appropriate, and in writing, 
except as otherwise provided by law or 
regulation. 

Dated: December 8,1992. 

L.M. Bynum, 

Alternate OSD Federal Register Liaison 
Officer, Department of Defense. 

IFR Doc. 92-30285 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am] 
BILUNQ CODE 


DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Coast Guard 
33 CFR Part 165 

[COTP Baltimore, MO Regulation 92-05-33] 

Safety Zone Regulation: Patapsco 
River, inner Harbor, Baltimore, MD 

AGENCY: Coast Guard, DOT. 

ACTION: Temporary final rule. 

SUMMARY: The Coast Guard Marine 
Safety Office Baltimore is establishing 
safety zones for Inner Harbor fireworks 
displays in Baltimore. Fireworks will be 
launched from a barge anchored 
approximately 600 feet south of Pier 6, 
Patapsco River, Inner Harbor, Baltimore, 
Maryland. The safety zones are 
necessary to control spectator craft and 
to provide for the safety of life and 
property on and in the vicinity of 
navigable waters during the events. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: These regulations will 
be effective from 6 p.m. until 6:30 p.m. 


*See footnote 1 to § 367.5(a). 

* See footnote 1 to § 387.5(a). 


on December 05, December 12, and 
December 20. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Lieutenant Junior Grade Mark Williams, 
U.S. Coast Guard Marine Safety Office 
Baltimore, U.S. Custom House, 40 South 
Gay Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21202- 
4022, (410) 962-5104. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In 
accordance with 5 U.S.C. 553, notices of 
proposed rulemaking have not been 
published for these regulations and 
good cause exists for making them 
effective in less than 30 days from the 
date of publication. Adherence to 
normal rulemaking procedures is not 
possible due to time of receipt of notices 
of intent to conduct fireworl^ displays. 
Specifically, the sponsor’s application 
to hold these events was not received 
until November 12,1992, leaving 
insufficient time to publish notices of 
proposed rulemaking in advance of the 
event. 

Drafting Information: The drafters of 
this regulation are Lieutenant Junior 
Grade Mark Williams, project officer for 
the Captain of the Port, Baltimore, 
Maryland, and Lieutenant Keith B. 
Letoumeau, project attorney. Fifth Coast 
Guard District Legal Staff. 

Background and Purpose: On 
November 12,1992, the Baltimore 
Office of Promotion submitted 
applications to hold fireworks displays 
on December 05,12, and 20,1992. As 
part of its application, the Baltimore 
Office of Promotion requested the Coast 
Guard to provide assistance with control 
of spectator and commercial vessel 
traffic in the vicinity of the fireworks 
displays. 

Discussion of Regulations: These 
fireworks will be launched from a barge 
anchored approximately 600 feet south 
of Pier 6, Inner Harbor, Patapsco River, 
Baltimore, Maryland. Tliese Safety 
Zones will consist of a circle, with a 
radius of 600 feet, aroimd the barge. 
These regulations are necessary to 
control spectator craft and to provide for 
the safety of life and property on and in 
the vicinity of the Patapsco River during 
the fireworks events. Since the main 
shipping channel will not be closed and 
these regulations will only be in effect 
for one half hour, the impacts on routine 
navigation should be minimal. 

These emergency rules are not 
considered major under Executive Order 
12291 and are not significant under 
Department of Transportation regulatory 
policies and procedures (44 FR 11034; 
February 26,1979). 

The Coast Guard also considered the 
impact of these regulations on small 
entities and concluded that such impact 
should be minimal. Therefore, the Coast 


Guard certifies under 5 U.S.C. 605(b), 
that these regulations will not have a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. 

These actions have been analyzed in 
accordance with the principles and 
criteria contained in Executive Order 
12612, and it has been determined that 
these emergency rules do not raise 
sufficient federalism implications to 
warrant the preparation of a Federalism 
Assessment. 

List of Subjects in 33 CFR Part 165 

Harbors, Marine safety. Navigation 
(water). Security measures, Vessels, 
Waterways. 

Final Regulations: In consideration of 
the foregoing. Part 165 of Title 33, Code 
of Federal Regulations is amended as 
follows: 

1. The authority citation for Part 165 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 33 U.S.C. 1231; 50 U.S.C, 191; 
33 C.F.R. 1.05-l(g), 6.04-1, 6.04-6, and 
160.5; 49,C.F.R. 1.46. 

2. A temporary section 165.T592 is 
added to read as follows: 

1165.T592 Safety Zone: Patapeco River, 
Inner Harbor, Baltimore, Maryland. 

(a) Location: The following area is a 
safety zone: The waters of the Patapsco 
River, Inner Harbor bounded by the arc 
of a circle with a radius of 600 feet and 
with its center located at latitude 39- 
17-00 North, longitude 076-36-15 
West. 

(b) Definitions. The designated 
representative of the Captain of the Port 
is any Coast Guard commissioned, 
warrant or petty officer who has been 
authorized by the Captain of the Port, 
Baltimore, Maryland to act on his 
behalf. The following officers have or 
will be designated by the Captain of the 
Port: the Coast Guard Patrol 
Commander, the senior boarding officer 
on each vessel enforcing the safety zone, 
and the Duty Officer at the Marine 
Safety Office, Baltimore, Maryland. 

(1) The Captain of the Port and the 
Duty Officer at the Marine Safety Office, 
Baltimore, Maryland can be contacted at 
telephone number (410) 962-5105. 

(2) The Coast Guard Patrol 
Commander and the senior boarding 
officer on each vessel enforcing the 
safety zone can be contacted on VHF- 
FM channels 16 and 81. 

(c) Local Regulations. Except for 
persons or vessels authorized b/ the 
Coast Guard Patrol Commande* *, no 
person or vessel may enter or remain in 
the regulated area during the effective 
time of the safety zone. 

(1) The operator of any vessel in the 
immediate vicinity of this safety zone 
shall: 
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(1) Stop the vessel immediately upon 
being directed to do so by any 
commissioned, warrant, or petty officer 
on board a vessel displaying a Coast 
Guard Ensign. 

(ii) Proceed as directed by any 
commissioned, warrant, or petty officer 
on board a vessel displaying a Coast 
Guard Ensign. 

(2) Any spectator vessel may anchor 
outside of the regulated area specified in 
paragraph (2)(a) of these regulations, but 
may not block a navigable channel. 

(d) Effective Date: These regulations 
will be effective from 6 p.m. until 6:30 
p.m. on December 05, E)ecember 12, and 
December 20 unless sooner terminated 
by the Captain of the Port, Baltimore, 
Maryland. 

Dated: December 4,1992. 

R.L. Edmiston, 

Captain, U.S. Coast Guard, Captain of the 
Port, Baltimore, Maryland. 

(FR Doc. 92-30154 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am] 
BtLUNQ CODE 4910-14-M 


ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

40 CFR PART 52 

[GA 017 and 020-4-5418; FRL-4111-1] 

Approval and Promulgation of 
Implementation Plana Georgia: 

Approval of PMio SIP 

AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency. 

ACTION: Final rule. 

SUMMARY: On April 15,1988, and 
January 3, 1991, the State of Georgia 
submitted a revision to the Georgia State 
Implementation Plan (SIP). However, it 
was not until April 3, 1991, that all the 
required elements were submitted, 
m^ing the January 3, 1991, package a 
complete submittal. EPA is approving 
the revisions submitted by Georgia on 
April 15, 1988, January 3, 1991, and 
April 3, 1991. The revisions were 
submitted pursuant to the requirements 
of Section 110 of the Clean Air Act to 
provide for the attainment of the new 
particulate matter standards known as 
“PMio" standards which replaced the 
total suspended particulate (TSP) 
standards. On July 1,1987. EPA 
promulgated a new ambient air quality 
standard for particulate matter which 
was based upon the measurement of 
prides having an aerodynamic 
diameter of 10 microns or less (PMio). 
Consequently, States were required to 
develop plans which provide for 
attainment and maintenance of these 
new standards. The Georgia SIP 


revisions demonstrate that the existing 
SEP for total suspended particulates 
(TSP) is adequate to provide for 
attainment and maintenance of the PMio 
standards. 

EFFECTIVE DATES: This action will be 
effective February 12,1993, unless 
notice is received within 30 days that 
someone wishes to submit adverse or 
critical comments. If the effective date is 
delayed, timely notice will be published 
in the Federal Register. 

ADDRESSES: Written comments should 
be addressed to Liz Wilde of EPA 
Region IV*s Air Programs Branch (see 
EPA Region IV address below). Copies 
of the State’s submittal are available for 
review during normal business hours at 
the following locations. 

Public Information Reference Unit, 
Library Systems Branch, 
Environmental Protection Agency, 

401 M Street, SW., Washington, DC 
20460. 

Region IV Air Programs Branch, 
Environmental Protection Agency, 

345 Courtland Street, Atlanta, Georgia 
30365. 

Air Protection Branch, Georgia 
Environmental Protection Division, 
Georgia Department of Natural 
Resources, 205 Butler Street, 
Southeast, Room 1162, East Tower, 
Atlanta, Georgia 30334. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Liz Wilde of the EPA Region IV Air 
Programs Branch at (404) 347-2864 or 
(FTS) 257-2864 and at the above 
address. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Pursuant 
to the 1977 amendments to the Clean 
Air Act, EPA, on July 1,1987 (52 FR 
24634), promulgated revised primary 
and secondary National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS) for 
particulate matter by replacing the total 
suspended particulate matter standard 
with a standard that included only those 
particles with an aerodynamic diameter 
less than or equal to a nominal 10 
micrometers. The particles are referred 
to as PMio. 

In order for States to regulate PMio, 
they must make certain changes in their 
rules and regulations and in the SIPs. 
The changes to the rules and the SIP 
must insure that the PMio NAAQS are 
attained and maintained; that new and 
modified sources which emit PMio are 
reviewed; that PMio is one of the 
pollutants to trigger alert, warning, and 
emergency actions; and that the State’s 
monitoring network be designed to 
include PMio monitors. These changes 
must be made regardless of the existing 
levels of PMio in any area of the State. 
The regulations call for the PMio SIPs to 
be submitted nine months after the 


Federal PMio regulations went into 
effect on July 31,1987. 

Because PMio air quality data was 
lacking in most areas of the country, 

EPA could not arbitrarily designate 
areas as attainment or nonattainment. 
EPA developed an analysis using 
historical ambient TSP data and any 
available PMio data, to classify all 
counties in the nation into one of three 
groups based upon the statistical 
probabilities of not attaining the new 
PMio standards. EPA has classified the 
following: (1) Areas with probability of 
not attaining the PMio standards of at 
least 95 percent as “Group I”, (2) areas 
with a probability of not attaining the 
PMio standard of between 20 and 95 
percent as “Group II’’, and (3) areas with 
a probability of not attaining the PMio 
standard of less than 20 percent as 
“Group III’’. All areas are currently 
conducting ambient monitoring to 
determine whether actual ambient PMio 
concentrations are above or below the 
PMio NAAQS. 

A control strategy is required to show 
how PMio emissions will be reduced to 
provide for attainment and maintenance 
of the PMio NAAQS for a Group I area. 
For Group II areas, the States are 
required to commit to perform 
additional PMIO monitoring in that area 
and to prepare a control strategy if the 
data show with certainty that the 
standards are being exceeded. The 
commitments must be submitted in the 
form of an SIP revision and are termed 
a “committal’’ SIP. 

EPA reviewed TSP monitoring data 
from Georgia to evaluate the 
probabilities of PMio air quality levels, 
and concluded that Georgia was a Group 
III area. This means that the existing 
particulate matter control strategy is 
believed to be largely adequate to attain 
and maintain the PMio standards. The 
Georgia SIP, however, still needed to be 
revised to address the PMio NAAQS in 
the following ways: 

(a) To include State ambient air 
quality standards for PMio at least as 
stringent as the NAAQS, 

(b) To trigger preconstruction review 
for new or modified sources which 
would emit significant amounts of 
either PM or PMio emissions, 

(c) To invoke the emergency episode 
plan to prevent PMio concentrations 
from reaching the significant harm level 
of 600 ug/m^, 

(d) To meet ambient PMio monitoring 
reguirements of 40 CFR part 58, and, 

(e) To meet the requirements of 40 
CFR 51.322 and 51.323 to report actual 
annual emissions of PMio (beginning 
with emissions for 1988) for point 
sources emitting 100 tons per year or 
more. 
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In the April 15,1988, SIP submittal, 
Georgia made the following regulation 
changes to satisfy the above 
requirements: 

I. Georgia revised its SIP to address 
the PMjo NAAQS. The definitions for 
“Total Suspended Particulate**, 
“Particulate Matter**, “Particulate Matter 
Emissions**, “PMio**, and “PMio 
Emissions** were added or modified to 
read the same as the federal definitions. 

II. The Air Quality Control Rules 
dealing with the prevention of 
significant deterioration of air quality 
were amended to incorporate the 
needed PMio modifications to comply 
with federal regulations. 

III. In the permit review regulations, 
provisions were added to require major 
sources impacting a nonattainment area 
to meet additional federal requirements 
regarding allowable offset emissions 
controls before being granted a state 
permit. 

IV. In the Air Pollution Episodes 
regulations, several revisions were 
made. The paragraphs for Alert, 

Warning, and Emergency were revised 
to add the criterium for PMjo^ The 
criteria for suspended particulates was 
deleted. 

EPA*s review of the April 15, 1988, 
submittal, identihed four issues within 
the SIP submittal that were deficient 
and needed correction. In a letter dated 
July 6,1988, EPA identified the 
following issues that needed 
corrections: 

(a) Georgia*s PMio SIP dealt with the 
NAAQS being protected everywhere at 
“ground level'*. EPA requires that the 
NAAQS be attained and maintained in 
the “ambient air**, as defined in 40 CFR 
part 50.1(e). 

(b) Georgia did not adopt a new 24- 
hour and annual, primary and 
secondary particulate matter NAAQS 
measured as PMio. 

(c) The new particulate matter SIP did 
not require new sources locating in 
attainment or unclassifiable areas for 
any criteria pollutant to obtain ambient 
offsets if such sources would cause or 
contribute to nonattainment levels for 
any criteria pollutant in excess of 
significant levels as required by 40 CFR 
part 51.165(b). 

(d) The Prevention of Air Pollution 
Episodes Plan contained PMio levels 
deemed inadequate to prevent 
Significant Harm levels from being 
reached. 

Dialogue between EPA and the 
Georgia Department of Natural 
Resources has led to the resolution of 
these issues as follows: 

(a) Due to long-standing EPA policy, 
it is EPA*s position that Georgia*s 
proposed particulate matter NAAQS 


must prohibit exceedances of the 
standard everywhere in the '‘ambient 
air*\ The Code of Federal Regulations 
(CFR) clearly defines “ambient air** to 
mean that portion of the atmosphere 
external to buildings to which the 
general public has access (see 40 CFR 
part 50.1(e)). This includes rooftops and 
balconies of buildings accessible to the 
public. Therefore, the NAAQS must be 
attained everywhere in the “ambient 
air** and not just at “ground level**. 

Georgia’s January 3, and April 3, 

1991, submittals correct the aefinition 
from “ground level’* to ambient air. 

(b) EPA’s promulgation of a new 
NAAQS for particulate matter on July 1, 
1987, and subsequent guidance from 
EPA to states on how to develop new 
SIPs pursuant to the new particulate 
matter NAAQS, envisioned a process 
where states would adopt new 24-hour 
and annual, primary and secondary 
particulate matter NAAQS measured as 
PMio. In such an approadi, in addition 
to a provision giving the numerical 
value of the particulate matter 
standards, there would need to be a 
provision stating that for the purpose of 
determining attainment of the NAAQS, 
particulate matter shall be measured in 
the ambient air as PMio. Also, there 
would need to be an appropriate 
definition for “PMio** which required 
measurement by a reference method 
based on appendix J of 40 CFR part 50 
and designated in accordance with 40 
CFR Part 53 or by an equivalent method 
designated by EPA. 

Georgia’s approach in developing 
their new particulate matter standard 
was to adopt a PMio NAAQS rather than 
a particulate matter NAAQS measured 
as PMio. Georgia’s adoption included an 
appropriate definition of “PMio’'. 
Georgia’s adoption, however, also 
included the following provision: “PMio 
shall be measured in the ambient air as 
PMio (particles with an aerodynamic 
diameter less than or equal to a nominal 
10 micrometers) by a reference method 
based upon 40 CFR part 50, appendix J. 
There was no need for such a provision 
in the Georgia regulations because 
Georgia adopted a PMio NAAQS. rather 
than a particulate matter NAAQS 
measured as PMio. Thus the numerical 
value of the PMio NAAQS and an 
appropriate definition of PMio is all that 
was needed. 

Despite the fact that inclusion of the 
provision as well as Georgia’s failure to 
adopt the numerical value of the 
NAACJS as both a primary and a 
secondary standard are both 
inconsistent with national PMio SIP 
development guidance, Region IV will 
proceed to approve the Georgia PMio 
SIP without the suggested changes being 


made since neither appears to cause a 
fundamental defect in the SEP. 

(c) Due to specific requirements in the 
Code of Federal Regulations (40 CFR 
51.165(b)), it was necessary for Georgia’s 
proposed PMio SIP to require “ambient 
offsets’* rather than “emission offset.’’ 
Further, such requirements must clearly 
be defined to apply “within areas that 
do not or would not meet the applicable 
NAAQS or within an area that is 
designated nonattainment for the 
applicable NAAQS.*’ Georgia revised 
the PMio SIP to provide for the ambient 
offsets as well as establishing acceptable 
significance levels for *‘cause or 
contribute’* to nonattainment of a 
NAAQS. 

(d) The Code of Federal Regulations 
and PMio SIP guidance clearly indicate 
that the PMio SIPs had to replace the 
TSP Significant Harm level with a level 
of 600 micrograms per cubic meter for 
PMio and that PMio SIPs had to 
incorporate emergency episode criteria 
for PMio. 40 CFR part 51.151 
specifically indicates that Priority 1 
Regions need a contingency plan which 
must, as a minimum, provide for taking 
action necessary to prevent ambient 
pollution concentrations at any location 
from reaching the Significant Harm 
Levels specified in 40 CFR 51.151. The 
principal problem with Georgia’s 
submittal is that while it contains three 
stages of episode criteria (one more than 
the minimum required) and appropriate 
emission control actions for each stage 
of episode criteria specified, the third 
stage of episode criteria for all 
pollutants is triggered by ambient 
concentrations specified in 40 CFR part 
51.151 as the Significant Harm Level. 
This is not allowed because all stages of 
episode criteria and their corresponding 
emission control actions must be 
triggered by ambient concentrations 
below the Significant Harm Level in 
order to prevent the Significant Harm 
Level from ever being reached. 

Georgia revised their Prevention of 
Air Pollution Episodes Plan to 
incorporate lower levels to trigger 
Significant Harm which are consistent 
with 40 CFR part 51 appendix L. 

Final Action 

EPA has reviewed the submitted 
material and found it to meet the 
requirements of 40 CFR part 51. 
Therefore, EPA is today approving 
Georgia’s PMio SIP. 

This action is being taken without 
prior proposal because the changes are 
noncontroversial and EPA anticipates 
no significant comments on them. The 
public should be advised that this 
action will be effective February 12, 
1993. However, if notice is received 
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within 30 days that someone wishes to 
submit adverse or critical comments, 
this action will be withdrawn and two 
subsequent notices will be published 
before the effective date. One notice will 
withdraw the final action and another 
will begin a new rulemaking by 
announcing a comment period. 

This action has been classified as a 
Table 3 action by the Regional 
Administrator under the procedures 
published in the Federal Register on 
January 19, 1989 (54 FR 2214-2225). On 
January 6,1989, the Office of 
Management and Budget waived Table 
2 and 3 SIP revisions (54 FR 222) from 
the requirements of Section 3 of 
Executive Order 12291 for two years. 
EPA has submitted a request for a 
permanent waiver for Table 2 and 3 SIP 
revisions. OMB has agreed to continue 
the temporary waiver until such time as 
it rules on EPA’s request. 

The Agency has reviewed this request 
for revision of the federally approved 
States Implementation Plan for 
conformance with the provisions of the 
1990 Amendments enacted on 
November 15,1990. The Agency has 
determined that this action conforms 
with those requirements irrespective of 
the fact that part of the submittal 
preceded the date of enactment. 

Nothing in this action shall be 
construed as permitting or allowing or 
establishing a precedent for any future 
request for a revision to any state 
implementation plan. Each request for 
revision to the state implementation 
plan shall be considered separately in 
light of specific technical, economic and 
environmental factors and in relation to 
relevant statutory and regulatory 
requirements. 

Under section 307(b)(1) of the Clean 
Air Act, petitions for judicial review of 
this action must be filed in the United 
States Court of Appeals for the 
appropriate circuit by February 12, 

1993. Filing a petition for 
reconsideration by the Administrator of 
this final rule does not affect the finality 
of this rule for the purposes of judicial 
review nor does it extend the time 
within which a petition for judicial 
review may be filed, and shall not 
postpone the effectiveness of such rule 
of action. This action may not be 
challenged later in proceedings to 
enforce its requirements. [See section 
307(b)(2).] 

Under 5 U.S.C. section 605 (b), I 
certify that this approval action will not 
have a significant economic impact on 
a substantial number of small entities. 
(See 46 FR 8709.) 


List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 52 

Air pollution control. Incorporation 
by reference, Intergovernmental 
relations. Particulate matter. Reporting 
and recordkeeping requirements. 

Dated: February 7,1992. 

Patrick M. Tobin, 

Acting Regional Administrator. 

Part 52 of chapter I, title 40 of the 
Code of Federal Regulations, is 
amended as follows: 

PART 52—[AMENDED] 

1. The authority citation for Part 52 
continues to reed as follows: 

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 7401-7671q. 

Subpart L—Georgia 

2. Section 52.570 is amended by 
adding paragraph (c) (38) to read as 
follows: 

§ 52.570 Identification of plan. 

* A * * * 

(c) * * * 

(38) State implementation plan for 
PMlO which was submitted on April 15, 
1988, January 3,1991, and April 3, 

1991, by the Georgia Department of 
Natural Resources. 

(i) Incorporation by reference. 

(A) Revisions to Chapter 391-3-1, 
“Air Quality Control” which became 
State effective April 14,1988. Rule 391- 
3-1-.01, “Definitions”, mm, yyy, zzz, 
aaaa; Rule 391-3-l-.02(4)(c), “Ambient 
Air Standards”; Rule 391-3-1.-02(7), 
“Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
of Air Quality”. 

(B) Revisions to Rule 391-3-1- 
.02(4)(c), “PMIO”, which became State 
effective January 9,1991. 

(ii) Other material. 

(A) April 15,1988, January 3,1991, 
and April 3,1991, letters from the 
Georgia Department of Natural 
Resources. 

[FR Doc. 92-29819 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am) 
BILUNG CODE 66«0~6(Mkl 


40 CFR Part 52 

[A-1-MA-5-1-5295; FRL-4536-6] 

Approval and Promulgation of Air 
Quality Implementation Plans; 
Massachusetts; RACT for Dartmouth 
Finishing Corporation In New Bedford 

AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 

ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: EPA is approving a State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) revision 
submitted by the Commonwealth of 


Massachusetts. This revision establishes 
and requires the use of reasonably 
available control technology (RACT) to 
reduce volatile organic compound 
(V(X)) emissions from fabric printing 
and fabric finishing operations at 
Dartmouth Finishing Corporation 
(Dartmouth) in New Bedford, 
Massachusetts. The intended effect of 
this action is to approve a source- 
specific RACT determination submitted 
by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
in accordance with commitments of its 
approved 1982 ozone attainment plan. 
This action is being taken in accordance 
with section 110 of the Clean Air Act. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: This action will become 
effective February 12,1992, unless 
notice is received within 30 days that 
adverse or critical comments will be 
submitted. If the effective date is 
delayed, timely notice will be published 
in the Federal Register. 

ADDRESSES: Comments may be mailed to 
Linda M. Murphy, Director. Air, 
Pesticides and Toxics Management 
Division, U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, Region I, JFK Federal Building, 
Boston, MA 02203. Copies of the 
documents relevant to this action are 
available for public inspection during 
normal business hours, by appointment 
at the Air, Pesticides and Toxics 
Management Division. U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, 
Region I, One Congress Street, 10th 
floor, Boston, MA; and the Division of 
Air Quality Control, Department of 
Environmental Protection, One Winter 
Street. 7th floor, Boston, MA 02108. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Robert F. McConnell, (617) 565-3249. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On May 
15,1991, the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts submitted a formal 
revision to its State Implementation 
Plan (SIP). The SIP revision consisted of 
a plan approval issued by the 
Massachusetts Department of 
Environmental Protection (DEP) which 
imposed VOC control measures as 
RACT for Dartmouth Finishing 
Corporation located in New Bedford, 
Massachusetts. This final rulemaking 
action approves the formal SIP revision 
submittal by the DEP on May 15,1991. 
This notice is divided into three parts: 

I. Background Information 

II. Summary of SIP Revision 

III. Final Action 

L Background Information 

On November 9, 1983 (48 FR 51480), 
EPA approved Massachusetts 
Regulation 310 CMR 7.18(17), 
“Reasonably Available Control 
Technology (RACT)”, as part of the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts 19b- 
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ozone attainment plan. This regulation 
requires the Massachusetts DEP to 
determine and impose RACT on all 
facilities with the potential to emit one 
hundred tons per year or more of VOC 
that are not already subject to 
Massachusetts regulations developed 
pursuant to the EPA Control Techniques 
Guideline (CTG) documents. 

On January 10,1991, the 
Massachusetts DEP submitted a 
proposed SIP revision consisting, in 
part, of a draft non-CTG RACT plan 
approval defining VOC control 
requirements for Dartmouth. EPA 
reviewed the document for 
enforceability, completeness and 
technical sufficiency, and provided 
written comments to the DEP on 
February 13,1991. Massacliusetts 
incorporated EPA’s proposed changes 
and submitted a final plan approval as 
a SIP revision on May 15,1991. 

II. Summary of SEP Revision 

Dartmouth’s VOC emissions have 
been reduced from 304 tons per year in 
1984 to a maximum of 28 tons per year, 
resulting in a 90.8% reduction based on 
typical production. Dartmouth achieved 
its emissions reductions by 
reformulating its printing pastes. The 
DEP’s May 13,1991 final plan approval 
limits the content of Dartmouth’s print 
pastes to 0.35 pounds of VOC per pound 
of solids, and requires that fabric 
finishing mixtures utilized by 
Dartmouth not exceed 0.115 pounds of 
VOC per pound of solids. The final plan 
approval also imposes a daily VOC 
emission limit on Dartmouth of 0.14 
tons^r day (280 pounds per day). 

A CTG has not been issued for die 
fabric printing and fabric finishing 
operations at Dartmouth. However, the 
CTG governing graphic arts printing 
covers a printing process that is similar 
to the fabric printing and finishing 
operations at Dartmouth, llie graphic 
arts CTG recommends a 65% overall 
reduction in VOC emissions from 
packaging rotogravure and a 75% 
overall reduction for publication 
rotogravure when using add-on controls. 
Furthermore, EPA has determined that 
0.5 pounds of VOC per pound of solid 
is RACT for flexographic and packaging 
rotogravure printing. The emission 
reductions achieved by Dartmouth 
through reformulation of its print pastes 
are consistent with the reductions 
anticipated through add-on controls or 
through reformulation at facilities 
required to meet the emission limits 
suggested by EPA’s graphic arts CTG. 

For these reasons, the DEP has imposed 
emission limits of 0.35 pounds of VCX^ 
per pound of solids for print pastes, and 
a limit of 0.115 pounds of VOC per 


pound of solids for fabric finishing 
mixtures used by Dartmouth. In 
addition, a daily emissions limit of 0.14 
tons (280 pounds per day) will ensure 
maintenance of the 90.8% reduction in 
annual VOC emissions achieved by 
Dartmouth. 

III. Final Action 

EPA is approving Massachusetts final 
plan approval No. 4P89051 dated and 
effective May 13,1991 as a Revision to 
the Massachusetts SIP. The final plan 
approval establishes and imposes RACT 
consisting of an emission limit of 0.35 
pounds of VOC per pound of solids for 
print pastes and 0.115 pounds of VOC 
per pound of solids for fabric finishing 
mixtures. In addition, the final plan 
approval imposes a daily emissions 
limit of 280 pounds of VOC for 
Dartmouth Finishing Corporation in 
New Bedford, Massachusetts. EPA is 
approving this SIP revision without 
prior proposal because the Agency 
views this as an uncontroversial 
revision and anticipates no adverse 
comments. This action will be effective 
60 days from the date of this Federal 
Register notice unless, within 30 days of 
its publication, notice is received that 
adverse or critical comments will be 
submitted. If sucJi notice is received, 
this action will be withdrawn before the 
effective date by simultaneously 
publishing two subsequent notices. One 
notice will withdraw the final action 
and another will begin a new 
rulemaking by announcing a proposal of 
the action and establishing a comment 
period. If no such comments are 
received, the public is advised that this 
action will be effective on (60 days from 
date of publication). 

Under 5 U.S.C. section 605(b), I 
certify that this SIP revision will not 
have a significant economic impact on 
a substantial number of small entities. 
(See 46 FR 8709.) 

This action has been classified as a 
Table 3 action by the Regional 
Administrator imder the procedures 
published in the Federal Register on 
January 19,1989 (54 FR 2214-2225). 

EPA has submitted a request for a 
permanent waiver for Table 2 and 3 SIP 
Revisions. OMB has agreed to continue 
the temporary waiver until such time as 
it rules on EPA’s request. 

Nothing in this action should be 
construed as permitting or allowing or 
establishing a precedent for any future 
request for revision to any State 
implementation plan. Each request for 
revision to the State implementation 
plan shall be considered separately in 
light of specific technical, economic, 
and environmental factors and in 


relation to relevant statutory and 
regulatory requirements. 

Under section 307(b)(1) of the Clean 
Air Act, petitions for judicial review of 
this action must be filed in the United 
States Court of Appeals for the 
appropriate circuit by February 12, 
1993. Filing a petition for 
reconsideration by the Administrator of 
this final rule does not affect the finality 
of this rule for the purposes of judicial 
review nor does it extend the time 
within which a petition for judicial 
review may be filed, and shall not 
postpone the effectiveness of such rule 
or action. 

This action may not be challenged 
later in proceedings to enforce its 
requirements. (See section 307(b)(2).) 

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 52 

Air pollution control, Hydrocarbons, 
Incorporation by reference, 
Intergovernmental relations. Ozone, 
Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements. 

Note. Incorporation by reference of the 
State Implementation Plan for the State of 
Massachusetts was approved by the Director 
of the Federal Register on July 1,1982. 

Dated: Ck:tober 27,1992. 

Julie Beiaga, 

Begional Administrator, Region 1. 

Part 52 of chapter I, title 40 of the 
Code of Federal Regulations is amended 
as follows: 

PART 52-{AMENDED] 

1. The authority citation for part 52 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 7401-7671q. 

Subpart W—Massachusetts 

2. Section 52.1120 is amended by 
adding paragraph (c)(95) to read as 
follows: 

§ 52.1120 Identification of plan. 
***** 

(c) * * * 

(95) Revisions to the State 
Implementation Plan submitted by the 
Massachusetts Department of 
Environmental Protection of May 15, 
1991. 

(i) Incorporation by reference. 

(A) Letter from the Massachusetts 
Department of Environmental Protection 
dated May 15.1992 submitting a 
revision to the Massachusetts State 
Implementation Plan. 

(B) Final Plan Approval No. 4P89051, 
dated and effective May 13,1991 
imposing reasonably available control 
technology on Dartmouth Finishing 
Corporation, New Bedford, 
Massachusetts. 

* * * * * 
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§52.1167 [Amended] 

3. Table 52.1167 is amended by 
adding the following entry to state 
citation 310 CMR 7.18(17) to read as 
follows: 






Table 52.1167.- 

—EPA-Approved Rules and Regulatons 

[See Notes at End of Table] 



State dtatkKi Title/subject 

Date sub¬ 
mitted by 
State 

Dateap- 
proved by 
EPA 

Federal Register citation 

52.1120 

(c) 

Commer\tsAjnapproved sec¬ 
tions 

• • • 

310 CMR 7.18(17). RACT ... 

• 

May 13. 

1991 

[Insert date 
of publi¬ 
cation In 
FRJ 

[Insert FR citation from pub¬ 
lished date]. 

(95) 

e 

RACT for Dartmouth Rnish- 
Ing Corporation. 

• • • 

e 


• * 


• 


IFR Doc. 92-29820 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am) 
BILLING CODE 6660-^0-11 


40 CFR Part 52 

[MA-9-4-5399; A-1-FRL-4536-71 

Approval and Promulgation of Air 
Quality Implementation Plans; 
Massachusetts; Stage H Vapor 
Recovery 

AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 

ACTION: Final rule. 

SUMMARY: EPA is approving a State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) revision 
submitted by the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts. This revision consists of 
a regulation entitled ^'Dispensing of 
Motor Vehicle Fuel** which requires 
motor vehicle fuel dispensing facilities 
to install and operate Stage n vapor 
recovery equipment. By this action EPA 
is approving this regulation which 
limits the amount of volatile organic 
compounds (VCK:) emitted to the 
atmosphere during the refueling of 
automobiles. This action is being taken 
in accordance with section 110 of the 
Clear Air Act. 

effective DATE: This rule will become 
effective on January 13,1993. 

ADDRESSES: Copies of the documents 
relevant to this action are available for 
public inspection during normal 
business hours, by appointment at the 
^®sticides and Toxics Management 
Division, U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency. Region I, One Congress Street, 
10th floor, Boston, MA; Public 
Infonnation Reference Unit, U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, 401 
M Street, SW., Washington, DC 20460; 
and the Division of Air Quality Control. 
Department of Environmental 


Protection, One Winter Street, 8th Floor, 
Boston, MA 02108. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Anne E. Arnold, (617) 565-3166. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On May 
17,1990. EPA received a formal State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) submittal 
from the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts* Department of 
Environmental Protection (DEP). This 
submittal contained new subsection 310 
CMR 7.24(6) entitled *T)ispensing of 
Motor Vehicle Fuel;** amendments to 
310 CMR 7.00 "Definitions;** and 
amendments to subsection 310 CMR 
7.24(2)(c) requiring Stage I vapor 
recovery in Berkshire County. 
Subsequently, in a letter to EPA dated 
July 5,1990, DEP withdrew the Stage I 
portion of the SIP submittal. 
Massachusetts Stage I regulation has 
since been resubmitted to EPA end is 
being processed as part of another 
Agency action. 

This state-initiated SIP revision was 
submitted prior to the enactment of the 
Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) of 
1990. Public Law 101-549,104 Stat. 
2399. codified at 42 U.S.C. 7401-7671q. 
The Clean Air Act, as amended in 1990 
(CAA), requires states with moderate or 
above ozone nonattainment areas adopt 
Stage n vapor recovery regulations and 
submit them to EPA by November 15, 
1992 (section 182(b)(3)(A)]. 

On June 7,1991, EPA received 
another formal SIP submittal containing 
an amendment to subsection (6) of 310 
CMR 7.24. Massachusetts submitted this 
revision in response to EPA *8 Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking (NPR) for this 
action published on July 10,1991 (56 
FR 31364). In addition, on April 21, 
1992, DEP submitted an implementation 
policy statement regarding its Stage II 
program and a draft document entitled 


"Stage n Vapor Recovery Program 
Compliance and Enforcement Protocol.** 

Dispensing of Motor Vehicle Fuel—310 
CMR 7,24(6) 

This regulation requires all existing 
motor vehicle fuel dispensing facilities 
in Massachusetts with throu^put 
volumes of greater than 20,000 gallons 
per month to install and operate Stage 
n vapor recovery equipment. The 
required installation date for the vapor 
recovery equipment varies depending 
on a facility’s annual gasoline 
throughput. In addition, this regulation 
also requires any motor vehicle fuel 
dispensing facility, which has been 
constructed or substantially modified 
after November 1,1989, regardless of 
throughput, to install and operate a 
Stage II vapor recovery and control 
system. 

Definitions Added to 310 CMR 7,00 

Definitions of the following terms 
which appear throughout the above 
Stage II regulation have been added to 
310 CMR 7.00; "motor vehicle fuel,** 
*‘motor vehicle fuel dispensing facility,** 
"substantial modification,** and "vapor 
collection and control system.** 

EPA proposed to approve the 
Massachusetts Stage 11 regulation and 
associated definitions with the 
understanding that prior to final 
rulemaking the Massachusetts DEP 
would make the necessary amendments 
to the rule as outlined in EPA*s NPR. 
The necessary amendments and 
Massachusetts* response are discussed 
below. In addition, the NPR stated that 
when EPA published its guidance on 
Stage n vapor recovery, ^A would 
subsequently review Massachusetts* 
rule in accordance with this new 
guidance. Results of this review are 
summarized in the "Outstanding 
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Issues” section below. EPA guidance on 
Stage II vapor recovery is contained in 
the following documents: Technical 
Guidance—Stage II Vapor Recovery 
Systems for Control of Vehicle Refueling 
Emissions at Gasoline Dispensing 
Facilities (EPA-450/3~91-022b), and 
Enforcement Guidance for Stage II 
Vehicle Refueling Control Programs 
(EPA, Office of Mobile Sources). 
Massachusetts’ regulation and EPA’s 
evaluation are detailed in a 
memorandum dated July 27,1992 
entitled ‘Technical Support 
Document—Massachusetts—Stage II 
Vapor Recovery.” 

Amendments Required by EPA’s NPR 

Previously, 310 CMR 7.24(6)(b) stated: 
* * no person, owner, operator or 
employee of a motor vehicle fuel 
dispensing facility, shall dispense, or 
allow the dispensing of, motor vehicle 
fuel from any motor vehicle fuel 
dispensing facility unless the motor 
vehicle fuel dispensing facility is 
equipped with a properly operating 
vapor collection and control system.” 
EPA’s NPR noted that this language 
could be misinterpreted to mean only 
one pump per facility needs Stage II 
vapor recovery control equipment 
installed. Therefore, the NPR stated that 
this provision needed to be clarified to 
cover all nozzles dispensing motor 
vehicle fuel at a facility. 

In response to EPA’s comments, the 
Massachusetts DEP amended the 
regulation to read * * unless each 
motor vehicle fuel dispenser at the 
motor vehicle fuel dispensing facility is 
equipped with a properly operating 
vapor collection and control system.” 
Thus, the regulation requires all pumps 
at a facility to have Stage II equipment 
installed. This amendment was 
included in the revised Stage II 
regulation that Massachusetts submitted 
to EPA on June 7,1991. 

In addition, the NPR stated that 
Massachusetts must address a second 
deficiency found at 310 CMR 
7.24(6)(c)(4). This section requires that 
the vapor recovery system recover at 
least 95 percent by weight of motor 
vehicle fuel vapors displaced during the 
dispensing of motor vehicle fuel. A 
certified test method or a requirement to 
use only certified equipment is not, 
however, included in the regulation. 

The NPR stated that either a test method 
or a requirement to use only certified 
equipment must be specified in order to 
assure compliance. The NPR explained 
that as an alternative to testing each 
station for 95 percent control 
effectiveness, DEP could require Stage II 
systems to be certified to achieve at least 
a 95 percent reduction by either the 


California Air Resources Board (GARB), 
or by using CARB^ test procedures and 
methods or equivalent test procedures 
and methods developed by the DEP and 
approved by EPA. The DEP did not 
address this deficiency in the revised 
regulation which was submitted to EPA 
on June 7,1991. 

Although GARB certified systems are 
not explicitly referenced in 
Massachusetts’ Stage II regulation, DEP 
has indicated to EPA that requiring 
these systems is the method currently 
being used by the State to implement 
the 95 percent control requirement. DEP 
staff have also indicated that 
Massachusetts is unable to reference 
another state’s certification or testing 
procedures in a Massachusetts’ 
regulation. EPA, therefore, agreed to 
consider, in addition to the regulation 
itself, other documentation which 
shows that the Massachusetts’ Stage II 
program requires facilities to use GARB 
certified systems. In response, on April 
21,1992, DEP submitted the following 
documents to EPA: “Division of Air 
Quality Gontrol Policy” and “Draft 
Stage II Vapor Recovery Program 
Gomplianceand Enforcement Protocol.” 
Review of these documents indicates 
that they satisfactorily demonstrate that 
the Massachusetts Stage II program 
implements the 95 percent control 
requirement by requiring facilities to 
use GARB certified equipment, as 
specified in EPA’s Stage II guidance 
documents. 

Finally, the third deficiency noted in 
EPA’s NPR relates to the applicability 
levels of the regulation. The 
Massachusetts regulation requires all 
motor vehicle fuel dispensing facilities 
with a throughput volume of greater 
than 20,000 gallons of motor vehicle 
fuel per month since January 1,1988 to 
install Stage II vapor recovery systems. 
Section 182(b)(3)(A) of the amended 
GAA requires States with moderate or 
higher ozone nonattainment areas to 
submit to EPA by November 15,1992 
regulations which require Stage II 
systems for facilities which dispense 
greater than 10,000 gallons per month, 
or 50,000 gallons per month for 
independent small business marketers 
(ISBMs). Thus, the Massachusetts 
applicability levels are not consistent 
with the requirements of the amended 
GAA. For those stations that are not 
considered ISBMs, the Massachusetts 
regulation has a less stringent 
applicability cutoff. The DEP did not 
address this issue in their revised 
regulation submitted to EPA on June 7, 
1991. 


Outstanding Issues 

On April 30,1992, EPA provided 
comments to the Massachusetts’ DEP 
which detailed the remaining 
outstanding issues which the State must 
address in order for the regulation to be 
considered consistent with EPA 
guidance and be approved as meeting 
the requirements of section 182(b)(3) of 
the GAA. Under the requirements of the 
GAA, Massachusetts must address the 
following outstanding issues by 
November 15, 1992: 

1. As previously discussed, 
Massachusetts’ Stage II applicability 
levels must be consistent with the 
requirements of the GAA. 

2. As outlined in EPA’s Stage II 
Enforcement Guidance, the following 
testing requirements should be included 
in the Massachusetts’ Stage II 
regulation: 

a. Testing, for verification of proper 
installation and function of the entire 
system, should be required once all of 
the equipment is in operational 
condition at the gasoline dispensing 
pumps. Liquid Blockage testing, Leak 
Gheck testing, and all other related tests 
for auto shutoff and flow prohibiting 
mechanisms, as applicable, should be 
conducted in accordance with the test 
procedures found in appendix J of the 
EPA document Technical Guidance- 
Stage II Vapor Recovery Systems for 
Gontrol of Vehicle Refueling Emissions 
at Gasoline Dispensing Facilities, Vol II 
(EPA-450/3~91-022b). 

b. Recertification of the function of 
Stage II equipment should be required at 
least every five years, or upon major 
system replacement or modification, 
whichever occurs first. This 
recertification should include a Leak 
Gheck Test and any and all other 
functional tests that were required for 
the initial system certification. A major 
system modification is considered to be 
replacing, repairing or upgrading 75 
percent or more of a facility’s Stage II 
equipment. 

3. The recordkeeping provision in 
Massachusetts’ regulation should be 
amended to include that the following 
records be kept, as specified by the 
Enforcement Guidance: 

a. Any and all permits and licenses to 
operate a facility or a specific system at 
a facility; 

b. Records which verify that the Stage 
II system meets or exceeds the 
requirements of a Liquid Blockage Test, 
a Leakage Test, or other applicable tests 
and which indicate the date of the test 
results and the installing and test 
companies’ names, addresses and phone 
numbers; 

c. A chronological file of inspection 
reports issued by the state; 
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d. A chronological file of compliance 
records including warnings, notices of 
violation, and other compliance records 
issued by the state; and 

e. Training certification records 
showing proof of attendance and 
completion of required training. 

In addition, the recordkeeping 
provisions stated in § 7.24(6)(f) of 
Massachusetts’ Stage II regulation which 
currently require the recording of any 
failures of the Stage II equipment should 
be amended to include the recording of 
maintenance performed in response to 
these system failures. 

Because of the noted deficiencies, 

EPA believes that this regulation does 
not meet the requirements of section 
182(b)(3). As noted above, the DEP 
needs to address the remaining 
outstanding issues and, in accordance 
with the CAA, submit its revised 
regulation to EPA as a SIP revision by 
November 15, 1992. Although there are 
still outstanding issues associated with 
this rule, EPA is approving this revision 
to the Massachusetts SIP at this time, 
since it will strengthen the existing SIP 
and contribute to a reduction in volatile 
organic compound emissions until such 
time as DEP revises its rule to meet all 
of the requirements of section 182(b)(3) 
of the CAA. 

Final Action 

EPA is approving 310 CMR 7.24(6) 
"Dispensing of Motor Vehicle Fuel.” 
and the addition of the following 
definitions to 310 CMR 7.00, as a 
revision to the Massachusetts SIP: 

"motor vehicle fuel,” “motor vehicle 
fuel dispensing facility,” “substantial 
modification,” and “vapor collection 
and control system” submitted on May 
17,1990 and June 7, 1991. Today’s 
action makes final the action proposed 
on July 10, 1991 (56 FR 31364). This 
approval is based on the strengthening 
effect of this submittal and is not an 
approval of the Stage II rule as meeting 
section 182(b)(3) of the amended CAA. 
EPA received no adverse public 
comment on the proposed action. As a 
direct result, the Regional Administrator 
has reclassified this action from Table 1 
to Table 2 under the processing 
procedures established on January 19, 
1989 (54 FR 2214). 

Under the Regulatory Flexibility Act, 

5 U.S.C. 600 et. seq., EPA must prepare 
a regulatory flexibility analysis 
assessing the impact of any proposed or 
final rule on small entities. 5 U.S.C. 603 
and 604. Alternatively, EPA may certify 
that the rule will not have a significant 
impact on a substantial number of small 
entities. Small entities include small 
businesses, small not-for-profit 
enterprises, and government entities 


with jurisdiction over populations of 
less than 50,000. 

SIP approvals under section 110 emd 
subchapter I, part D of the CAA do not 
create any new requirements, but 
simply approve requirements that the 
State is already imposing. Therefore, 
because the federal SIP-approval does 
not impose any new requirements, I 
certify that it does not have a significant 
impact on any small entities affected. 
Moreover, due to the nature of the 
federal-state relationship under the 
CAA, preparation of a regulatory 
flexibility analysis would constitute 
federal inquiry into the economic 
reasonableness of state action. The CAA 
forbids EPA to base its actions 
concerning SIPs on such grounds. 

Union Electric Co. v. U.S. E.P.A., 427 
U.S. 246, 256-66 (S.Ct. 1976); 42 U.S.C. 
7410 (a)(2). 

On January 6, 1989, the Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) waived 
Table 2 and Table 3 revisions (54 FR 
2222) from the requirements of section 
3 of Executive Order 12291 for a period 
of two years. EPA has submitted a 
request for a permanent waiver for Table 
2 and Table 3 SIP revisions. OMB has 
agreed to continue the temporary waiver 
until such-time as it rules on EPA’s 
request. 

Nothing in this action should be 
construed as permitting or allowing or 
establishing a precedent for any future 
request for revision to any State 
implementation plan. Each request for 
revision to the State implementation 
plan shall be considered separately in 
light of specific technical, economic, 
and environmental factors and in 
relation to relevant statutory and 
regulatory requirements. 

Under section 307(b)(1) of the Clean 
Air Act, petitions for judicial review of 
this action must be filed in the United 
States Court of Appeals for the 
appropriate circuit by February 12, 

1993. Filing a petition for 
reconsideration by the Administrator of 
this final rule does not affect the finality 
of this rule for the purposes of judicial 
review nor does it extend the time 
within which a petition for judicial 
review may be filed, and shall not 
postpone the effectiveness of such rule 
or action. This action may not be 
challenged later in proceedings to 
enforce its requirements. (See section 
307(b)(2).) 

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 52 

Air pollution control. Hydrocarbons, 
Incorporation by reference. Ozone. 

Note: Incorporation by reference of the 
State Implementation Plan for the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts was 


approved by the Director of the Federal 
Register on July 1, 1982. 

Dated: November 3.1992. 

Julie Belaga, 

Regional Administrator, Region /. 

Part 52 of chapter I, title 40 of the 
Code of Federal Regulations is amended 
as follows: 

PART 52—{AMENDED] 

1. The authority citation for part 52 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 7401-7671q. 

Subpart W—Massachusetts 

2. Section 52.1120 is amended by 
adding paragraph (c)(97) to read as 
follows: 

§ 52.1120 Identification of plan. 
***** 

(c) * * * 

(97) Revisions to the State 
Implementation Plan submitted by the 
Massachusetts Department of 
Environmental Protection on May 17, 
1990, July 5,1990, June 7, 1991, and 
April 21, 1992. 

(i) Incorporation by reference. 

(A) Letters from the Massachusetts 
Department of Environmental 
Protection, dated May 17,1990 and June 
7,1991, submitting a revision to the 
Massachusetts State Implementation 
Plan. 

(B) Definition of “motor vehicle fuel,” 
“motor vehicle fuel dispensing facility,” 
“substantial modification,” and “vapor 
collection and control system,” added to 
310 CMR 7.00 and effective in the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts on 
October 27, 1989. 

(C) 310 CMR 7.24(6) “Dispensing of 
Motor Vehicle Fuel,” effective in the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts on 
October 27, 1989. 

(D) Amendments to 310 CMR 
7.24(6)(b) “Dispensing of Motor Vehicle 
Fuel” and to the definition of 
“substantial modification” in 310 CMR 
7.00, effective in the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts on June 21, 1991. 

(E) Amendment to the definition of 
“motor vehicle fuel dispensing facility” 
in 310 CMR 7.00, effective in the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts on 
April 12, 1991. 

(ii) Additional material:. 

(A) Letter from the Massachuseui» 
Department of Environmental 
Protection, dated July 5, 1990, 
requesting the withdrawal of 
amendments to subsection 310 CMR 
7.24(2)(c) which require Stage I vapor 
recovery in Berkshire County from the 
SIP revision package submitted on May 
17, 1990. 
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(B) Letter from the Massachusetts 
Department of Environmental 
Protection, dated April 21.1992, 
submitting an implementation policy 
statement regarding its Stage II program. 
This policy statement addresses the 


installation of California Air Resources 
Board (CARB) certified systems. Stage II 
testing procedures, and defects in State 
II equipment. 

(C) Nonregulatory portions of the 
submittal. 


§52.1167 [Amended] 

3. Table 52.1167 is amended by 
adding a new entry to'state citation “3io 
CMR 7.00” and by adding a new state 
citation for ”310 CMR 7.24(6)” to read 
as follows: 


Table 52.1167.—-EPA-Approved Rules and Regulations 

[See Notes at end of Table] 


Stale Citation Tltla/sul^ect mitted by proved by Federal Register citation 52.1120 Comments/unapproved sec- 

State EPA 

- — -- — --- 


310 CMR 7.00 . 


05/17/90, 

06A)7/91 

12/14/92 

[Insert FR citation from pub¬ 
lished date]. 

97 Added "rrwtor vehicle fuel," 
"motor vehicle fuel dis¬ 
pensing facility," "substan¬ 
tial modification," and 
"vapor oollectlon and con¬ 
trol system." 

310 CMR 7.24(6) . 

cle Fuel" (Stage II). 

05/17/90, 

06/07/91 

12/14/92 

• • 

[Insert FR citation from pub¬ 
lished date). 

• 

97 


[FR Doc. 92-29821 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am] 
BILUNG CODE 6660-50-M 
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Proposed Rules 


Federal Register 
Vol. 57, No. 240 
Monday, E>ecember 14, 1992 


This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER 
contains notices to the public of the proposed 
issuance of rules and regulations. The 
purpose of these notices Is to give interested 
persons an opportunity to partidpate in the 
rule making prior to the adoption of the fir»al 
rules. 


FARM CREDIT ADMINISTRATION 

12 CFR Part 621 

RtN 3062-AB32 

Accounting and Reporting 
Requirements 

AGENCY: Farm Credit Administration. 
ACTION: Advance notice of proposed 
rulemaking. 

SUMMARY: The Farm Credit 
Administration (FCA) issued regulations 
on Accounting and Reporting 
Requirements, as a proposed regulation 
on August 27,1985 (50 FR 34711). The 
regulation was published as a final 
regulation on March 13,1986 (51 FR 
8644). The regulation was developed in 
large part to set requirements and 
standards for institutions to use in 
accounting for high-risk assets (i.e., 
problem loans) and disclosing loan 
performance characteristics. The 
regulation included specific standards 
and reporting requirements for 
nonperforming loans. The regulation 
defined nonperforming loans as 
nonaccrual, formally restructured, other 
restructured and reduce rate, and other 
high-risk loans. The FCA is soliciting 
comments from the public on possible 
amendments to the regulatory 
requirements. 

DATES: Comments should be received on 
or before February 12,1993. 

ADDRESSES: Comments should be 
mailed or delivered (in triplicate) to 
Patricia W. DiMuzio, Division Director, 
Regulation Development Division, 

Office of Examination, Farm Credit 
Administration, McLean, Virginia 
22102-5090. Copies of all comments 
received will be available for 
examination by interested parties in the 
Regulation Development Division, Farm 
Credit Administration. 

for FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Linda C. Sherman, Policy Analyst, 
Regulation Development Division, 
Office of Examination, Farm Credit 
Administration, McLean, Virginia 


22102-5090, (703) 883-4498, TDD 
(703) 883-4444, or 
William L. Larsen, Senior Attorney, 
Regulatory Operations Division, 

Office of General Counsel, Farm 
Credit Administration, McLean, 
Virginia 22102-5090, (703) 883-4020, 
TDD (703) 883-4444. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The FCA 
has undertaken a project to amend and 
update 12 CFR part 621, Accounting 
and Reporting Requirements, to promote 
consistency with industry practices 
pertaining to problem loan accounting 
issues and to ensure that the regulatory 
requirements are standards of 12 CFR 
part 621 are consistent with those of 
generally accepted accounting practices. 

Since the regulations were issued in 
1986, there have been continued efforts 
on the part of both the FCA and the 
Farm Credit System (System) to provide 
additional guidance in the area of 
problem loan accounting. However, 
differences continue to exist which have 
resulted in.financial disclosures of 
problem loans by System institutions 
that are not readily comparable to 
similar disclosures of other financial 
institutions. 

After careful analysis of the issues 
and before initiating the actual drafting 
of proposed regulations, the FCA has 
determined that it would be appropriate 
and beneficial to solicit input from the 
System and the public on this project 
through an advance notice of proposed 
rulemaking (ANPRM). Accordingly, the 
FCA requests public comments on the 
accounting and reporting requirements 
contained in 12 CFR part 621. 

Comments received will be considered 
in the drafting of proposed regulations 
amending part 621. 

The FCA is seeking comment from the 
public with regard to financial 
disclosures of problem loans by System 
institutions, particularly as they relate 
to the following questions: 

(1) The FCA is considering modifying 
§ 621.2 regarding nonperforming loans 
and the categories within that area. 

What costs and/or benefits would you 
foresee if modifications were to be made 
to this area? Would revising the 
non performing loan categories enhance 
the usefulness of performance 
classifications in measuring the risk to 
System institutions? System institutions 
are requested to quantify any costs or 
savings as specifically as possible. 


(2) What benefit would be gained by 
providing financial disclosure of credit 
quality statistics for the purpose of risk 
identification, in addition to the current 
practice of reporting and disclosing loan 
performance characteristics? 

(3) It has been suggested that the FCA 
regulations pertaining to problem loan 
disclosure should parallel those 
prescribed in the Securities and 
Exchange Commission's (SEC) Industry 
Guide 3, "Statistical Disclosure by Bank 
Holding Companies" to promote 
comparability between System 
institutions and commercial banks. If 12 
CFR part 621 were amended in such a 
fashion, what impact would this have 
on the institutions* disclosure of 
portfolio risk? 

(a) For example, if the other high-risk 
(OHR) category were to be modified or 
eliminated, what other types of 
disclosures, if any, would be 
appropriate to identify those loans 
previously disclosed in the OHR 
category? 

(b) What alternatives, if any would 
you propose for the other restructured 
and reduced rate category? 

(4) The FCA is considering expanding 
existing nonaccrual loan guidelines to 
provide direction with regard to the 
treatment of the application of payments 
on nonaccrual loans, income 
recognition on nonaccrual loans, and 
criteria for reinstatement to accrual loan 
status. The FCA is seeking information 
on what criteria is currently used by 
lending institutions in this area, and 
what criteria should be established. 

(5) The FCA is considering 
modifications to the existing rule of 
aggregation. The FCA received 
considerable comment on the rule of 
aggregation as it was discussed in the 
proposed lending limit regulations (56 
FR 2452, January 23.1991). The FCA is 
seeking input as to how the rule of 
aggregation, as discussed in 12 CFR part 
621, relates to performance categories. 

In particular, when should the rule of 
aggregation be applied and what criteria 
should be established regarding what 
constitutes an independent credit risk? 

(6) Please include any other 
comments relevant to financial 
disclosures of problem loans by System 
institutions, particularly as they relate 
to the above topics. 
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Dated: December 8,1992. 

Curtis M. Anderson, 

Secretary, Farm Credit Administration Board. 
[FR Doc. 92-30301 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am] 
BILUNQ COOC t70f-O1-4l 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Federal Avlallon Administration 

14 CFR Part 39 
[Docket No. 92-CE<ei-AO] 

Airworthiness Directives; Aerostar 
Aircraft Corp. PA-90-M0 (Aerostar 
600) and PA-60-700 (Aerostar 700) 
Series (Formerly Piper) Airplanes 

AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration, DOT. 

ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking 
(NPRM). 

SUMMARY: This document proposes to 
supersede Airworthiness Directive (AD) 
92-11-08, which currently requires 
replacing or upgrading the main landing 
gear torque linlf^ on certain Aerostar 
Aircraft Corporation (Aerostar) PA-60- 
600 and PA-60-700 series airplanes. 

The Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA) has received several reports of 
fatigue failure of the main landing gear 
torque links that were installed or 
upgraded in accordance with AD 92- 
11-08. The proposed action would 
require replacing these main landing 
gear torque links with parts of improved 
design. The actions specified by the 
proposed AD are intended to prevent 
loss of directional control of the 
airplane during ground operation 
caused by torque link failure. 

DATES: (Comments must be received on 
or before February 23,1993. 

ADDRESSES: Submit comments in 
triplicate to the FAA, Central Region, 
Office of the Assistant Chief Counsel, 
Attention: Rules Docket No. 92-CE-51- 
AD, room 1558, 601 E. 12th Street, 
Kansas City, Missouri 64106. Comments 
may be inspected at this location 
between 8 a.m. and 4 p.m., Monday 
through Friday, holidays excepted. 

Service information that is discussed 
in the proposed AD may be obtained 
from the Aerostar Aircraft Corporation, 
Customer Service Department, 3608 
South Davison Boulevard, Spokane, 
Washington 99204; Telephone (509) 
455—8872. This information also may be 
examined at the Rules Docket at the 
address above. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr. 
William A. Swope, Aerospace Engineer, 
Seattle Aircraft Certification Office, 

1601 Lind Avenue, S.W., Renton, 


Washington 98055-4056; Telephone 
(206) 227-2589. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Comments Invited 

Interested persons are invited to 
participate in the making of the 
proposed rule by submitting such 
written data, views, or arguments as 
they may desire. Communications 
should identify the Rules Docket 
number and be submitted in triplicate to 
the address specified above. All 
communications received on or before 
the closing date for comments, specified 
above, will be considered before taking 
action on the proposed rule. The 
proposals contained in this notice may 
be changed in light of the comments 
received. 

Comments are specifically invited on 
the overall regulatory, economic, 
environmental, and energy aspects of 
the proposed rule. All comments 
submitted will be available, both before 
and after the closing date for comments, 
in the Rules Docket for examination by 
interested persons. A report that 
summarizes each FAA-public contact 
concerned with the substance of this 
proposal will be filed in the Rules 
Docket. 

Commenters wishing the FAA to 
acknowledge receipt of their comments 
submitted in response to this notice 
must submit a self-addressed, stamped 
postcard on which the following 
statement is made: *'Comments to 
Docket No. 92-CE-51-AD." The 
postcard will be date stamped and 
returned to the commenter. 

Availability of NPRMs 

Any person may obtain a copy of this 
NPRM by submitting a request to the 
FAA, Central Region, Office of the 
Assistant Chief Counsel, Attention: 

Rules Docket No. 92-CE-51-AD. room 
1558, 601 E. 12th Street, Kansas City. 
Missouri 64106. 

Discussion 

AD 92-11-08, Amendment 39—8258 
(57 FR 20742, May 15.1992), currently 
requires the following on certain 
Aerostar PA-60-600 (Aerostar 600) and 
PA-60-700 (Aerostar 700) series 
airplanes: (1) An inspection to 
determine whether the main landing 
gear torque links are both single lug 
links or a single lug link fitting into a 
dual lug link; and (2) the installation of 
a main landing gear torque upgrade kit 
or the installation of a main landing gear 
torque link replacement kit depending 
on the result of the inspection. The 
actions are accomplished in accordance 
with the instructions in Aerostar Service 
Bulletin (SB) No. 746B, dated June 11, 


1991, or in accordance with the 
instructions in the Main Landing Gear 
Torque Link Replacement Kit, part 
number (P/N) 765-155 Rev F, which is 
referenced in Aerostar SB No. 746B. 
This action superseded AD 80-02-09. 

AD 92-11-08 was issued based upon 
several reports of main landing gear 
torque links cracking or collapsing on 
the affected airplanes. Airplanes mat are 
equipped with replacement or upgraded 
torque links in accordance with that AD 
have had fatigue failures of these torque 
links. Aerostar has redesigned and 
manufactured main landing gear torque 
links that will help prevent fatigue 
cracking. 

In addition, Aerostar has issued SB 
No. 746C. dated September 15,1992, 
which specifies procedures for 
installing these improved main landing 
gear torque links. 

After examining the circumstances 
and reviewing all available information 
related to the incidents described above, 
the FAA has determined that AD action 
should be proposed to require 
installation of these new improved main 
landing gear torque links in order to 
prevent loss of directional control of the 
aiiplane during ground operation. 

Since an unsafe condition has been 
identified that is likely to exist or 
develop in other Aerostar PA-60-600 
(Aerostar 600) and PA-60-700 (Aerostar 
700) series airplanes of the same type 
design, the proposed AD would 
supersede AD 92-11-08 with a new AD 
that would require replacing the 
existing main landing gear torque links 
with improved design torque links, P/N 
400126-501 and 400126-502 (left main 
landing gear) and P/N 400126-503 and 
400126-504 (right main landing gear). 
The proposed action would be 
accomplished in accordance with the 
Instructions section of Aerostar SB No. 
746C, dated September 15,1992. 

The FAA estimates that 800 airplanes 
in the U.S. registry would be affected by 
the proposed AD, that it would take 
approximately 2 workhours per airplane 
to accomplish the proposed action, and 
that the average labor rate is 
approximately $55 an hour. Parts cost 
approximately $882 per airplane. Based 
on these figures, the total cost impact of 
the proposed AD on U.S. operators is 
estimated to be $793,600. 

The regulations proposed herein 
would not have substantial direct effects 
on the States, on the relationship 
between the national government and 
the States, or on the distribution of 
power and responsibilities among the 
various levels of government. Therefore, 
in accordance with Executive Order 
12612, it is determined that this 
proposal would not have sufficient 
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federalism implications to warrant the 
preparation of a Federalism Assessment. 

For the reasons discussed above, I 
certify that this action: (1) Is not a 
“major rule*' imder Executive Order 
12291; (2) is not a '‘significant rule*’ 
under DOT Regulatory Policies and 
Procedures (44 FR 11034, February 26, 
1979); and (3) if promulgated, will not 
have a significant economic impact, 
positive or negative, on a substantial 
number of small entities under the 
criteria of the Regulatory Flexibility Act, 
A copy of the draft regulatory evaluation 
prepared for this action has been placed 
in the Rules Docket. A copy of it may 
be obtained by contacting the Rules 
Docket at the location provided under 
the caption “ADDRESSES**. 


List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39 

Air transportation. Aircraft. Aviation 
safety. Safety. 

The Proposed Amendment 

Accordingly, pursuant to the 
authority delegated to me by the 
A^dministrator, the Federal Aviation 
Administration proposes to amend 14 
CFR part 39 of the Federal Aviation 
Regulations as follows: 

PART 39—AIRWORTHINESS 
DIRECTIVES 

1. The authority citation for part 39 
continues to read as follows: 

Authonty: 49 U.S.C. App. 1354(a), 1421 
and 1423; 49 U.S.C. 106(^; and 14 CFR 
11.89. 


Section 39.13 [Amended] 

2. Section 39.13 is amended by 
removing AD 92-11-08, Amendment 
39-8258 (57 FR 20742, May 15,1992), 
and adding the following new 
airworthiness directive; 

Aerostar Aircraft Corporation: Docket No. 
92--CE--51-AD. Supersedes AD 92-11- 
08, Amendment 39-6258. 
Applicability: The following model and 
seri^ number airplanes, certificated in any 
category: 


Models 

Serial Numbers 

PA-66-600 Aerostar 600 . 

60- 0001-003 through 60-0933-8161262. 

61- 0001-004 through 61-0680-6162157. 
61P-0157-001 through eiP-0e6O-6163455. 
62P-0750-6165001 through 60-8365021. 
60-6223001 through 60^23025. 

PA-60-601 Aerostar 601 ... 

PA-60-601 P Aerostar 601P. 

PA-60-602P Aerostar 602P. 

PA-60-700P Aerostar 700P. 


Note 1.—The manufacturing and 
ownership rights of the affected model 
airplanes were previously owned by the 
Piper Aircraft Corporation, but these rights 
were recently transferred to the Aerostar 
Aircraft Corporation. 

Compliance: Required within the next 100 
hours time-in-service after the effective date 
of this AD, unless already accomplished. 

To prevent loss of directional control of the 
airplane during ground operation caused by 
torque link failure, accomplish the following: 

(a) Replace the existing main landing gear 
torque links with Improved design torque 
links, part number (P/N) 400126-501 and 
400126-502 (left main landing gear) and P/ 

N 400126-503 and 400126-504 (right main 
landing gear), in accordance with die 
INSTRUCTIONS section of Aerostar Service 
Bulletin (SB) No. 746C, dated September 15, 
1992. 

Note 2.—Aerostar SB No. 746C, dated 
September 15,1992, references the 
availability of Main Landing Gear Torque 
Link Replacement Kit No. 765-155 revision 
G. This kit contains the improved torque 
links and all hardware necessary to install 
these links. This kit may be obtained from 
the manufacturer at the address specified in 
paragraph (d) of this AD. 

(b) Special flight permits may be issued in 
accordance with FAR 21.197 and 21.199 to 
operate the airplane to a location where the 
requirements of this AD can be 
accomplished. 

(c) An alternative method of compliance or 
adjustment of the compliance time that 
provides an equivalent level of safety may be 
approved by the Manager, Seattle Aircraft 
^rtification Office, 1601 Lind Avenue, S.W., 
Renton, Washington 98055-4056. The 
request shall be forwarded through an 
appropriate FAA Maintenance Inspector, 


who may add comments and then send it to 
the Manager, Seattle Aircraft Certification 
Office. 

Note 3.—Information concerning the 
existence of approved alternative methods of 
compliance with this AD, if any, may be 
obtained from the Seattle Aircraft 
Certification Office. 

(d) All persons affected by this directive 
may obtain copies of the docmnents referred 
to herein upon request to the Aerostar 
Aircraft Corporation, Customer Service 
Department, 3608 South Davison Boulevard, 
Spokane, Washington 99204; or may examine 
these documents at the FAA, Central Region, 
Office of the Assistant Chief Counsel, room 
1558, 601 E. 12th Street, Kansas City, 
Missouri 64106. 

(e) This amendment supersedes AD 92-11- 
08, Amendment 39-8258. 

Issued in Kansas City, Missouri, on 
December 8,1992. 

John E. Tigue 

Acting Manager, Small Airplane Directorate, 
Aircraft Certification Service. 

[FR Doc. 92-30232 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am) 
BILUNQ CODE 4910-1^ 


14 CFR Part 39 

[Docket No. 92-CE-5D-AD] 

Airworthiness Directives; Mitsubishi 
Heavy Industries, Ltd., MD-2B Series 
Airplanes 

AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration, DOT. 

ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking 
(NPRM). 


SUMMARY: This document proposes to 
adopt a new airworthiness directive 
(AD) that would apply to certain 
Mitsubishi Heavy Industries, Ltd., 
(Mitsubishi) MU-2B series airplanes. 
The proposed action would reduce the 
maximum deflection of the elevator 
nose-down trim to a l-degree to 3- 
degree range. Analysis of service history 
on the affected airplanes has revealed 
one accident and two incidents where 
the existing elevator nose-down trim 
deflection caused excessive control 
wheel force. The actions specified by 
the proposed AD are intended to 
prevent excessive control wheel force 
caused by extreme elevator nose-down 
trim deflection, which could result in 
loss of control of the airplane. 

DATES: Comments must be received on 
or before February 23,1993. 

ADDRESSES: Submit comments in 
triplicate to the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), Central Region, 
Office of the Assistant Chief Counsel, 
Attention: Rules Docket No. 92-CE-5()- 
AD, room 1558, 601 E. 12th Street, 
Kansas City, Missouri 64106. Comments 
may be inspected at this location 
between 8 a.m. and 4 p.m., Monday 
through Friday, holidays excepted. 

Service information that is applicable 
to this AD may be obtained from 
Mitsubishi Heavy Industries, Ltd., 
Nagoya Aerospace Systems, 10, Oyecho, 
Minato-Ku, Nagoya, Japan. This 
information also may be examined at 
the Rules Docket at the address above. 
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FOR PJRTHER 1NF0RIMTK)N CONTACT: Mr. 
William Roberts, Aerospace Engineer, 
Los Angeles Aircraft Certification 
Office, FAA, 3229 E. Spring Street, Long 
Beach, California 90806; Telephone 
(310) 988-5228; Facsimile (310) 988- 
5210. 

SUPPLEMENTARY MFOf»AAT}ON: 

Comments Invitod 

Interested persons are invited to 
participate in the making of the 
proposed rule by submitting such 
written data, views, or arguments as 
they may desire. Communications 
should identify the Rules Docket 
number and be submitted in triplicate to 
the address specified above. All 
communications received on or before 
the closing date for comments, specified 
above, will be considered before taking 
action on the proposed rule. The 
proposals contained in this notice may 
be (danced in light of the comments 
received. 

Comments are specifically invited on 
the overall regulatory, economic, 
environmental, and energy aspects of 
the proposed rule. All comments 
submitted will be available, both before 
and after the closing date fer comments, 
in the Rules Docket for examination by 
interested persons. A report that 
summarizes each FAA-public contact 
concerned with the substance of this 
proposal will be filed in the Rules 
Docket. 

Commenters wishing the FAA to 
acknowledge receipt of their comments 
submitted in response to this notice 
must submit a self-addressed, stamped 
postcard on which the following 
statement is made: **C}omments to 
Docket No. 92-CE-5Q-AD.*' The 
postcard will be date stamped and 
returned to the commenter. 

Availability of NPRMs 

Any person may obtain a copy of this 
NPRM oy submitting a request to the 
FAA, Central Region, Office of the 
Assistant Chief Counsel, Attention: 

Rules Docket No. 92-CE-50-AD, room 


Model 


1558, 601 E. 12th Street, Kansas City, 
Missouri 64106. 

Discussion: The FAA’s review of the 
service history of certain Mitsubishi 
MU-2 series airplanes has revealed one 
accident and two incidents w'here the 
existing elevator nose-down trim 
deflection caused excessive control 
wheel force. Extreme eleyator nose- 
dowm trim deflection, if not corrected, 
could result in loss of control of the 
airplane. 

Mitsubishi has issued Service Bulletin 
(S3) No. 216, dated September 11,1992, 
which specifies procedures for reducing 
the elevator nose-down trim deflection 
to a l-degree to 3-degree range on 
certain MU-2 series airplanes. 

After examining the circumstances 
and reviewing all available information 
related to the incidents described above, 
the FAA has determined that AD action 
should be taken to correct the unsafe 
condition. 

Since the condition described is likely 
to exist or develop in other Mitsubishi 
MU-2 series airplanes of the same type 
design, the actions specified by the 
proposed AD would reduce the 
maximum deflection of the elevator 
nose-down trim to a l-degree to 3- 
degree range. The proposed action 
would be accomplished in accordance 
with the service bulletin described 
above. 

The FAA estimates that 252 airplanes 
in the U.S. registry would be affected by 
the proposed AD, that it would take 
approximately 6 workhours per airplane 
to accomplish the proposed action, and 
that the average labor rate is 
approximately $55 an hour. Parts cost 
approximately $300 per airplane. Based 
on these figures, the total cost impact of 
the propos!^ AD on U.S. operators is 
estimated to be $158,760. 

The regulations proposed herein 
w’ould not have substantial direct effects 
on the States, on the relationship 
between the national government and 
the States, or on the distribution of 
power and responsibilities among the 
various levels of government. Therefore, 


in accordance with Executive Order 
12612, it is determined that this 
proposal would not have sufficient 
federalism implications to warrant the 
preparation of a Federalism Assessment. 

For the reasons discussed above, 1 
certify that this action (1) is not a “major 
rule" under Executive Order 12291; (2) 
is not a “significant rule" imder DOT 
Regulatory Policies and Prcscedures (44 
FR11034, February 26.1979); and (3) if 
promulgated, will not have a significant 
economic impact, positive or negative, 
on a substantial number of small entities 
imder the criteria of the Regulatory 
Flexibihty Act. A copy of the draft 
regulatory evaluation prepared for this 
action has been placed in the Rules 
Docket. A copy of it may be obtained by 
contacting the Rules Docket at the 
location provided under the caption 
“ADDRESSES". 

List of Sub|ects in 14 CFR Part 39 

Air transportation. Aircraft, Aviation 
safety. Safety 

The Proposed Amendment 

Accordingly, pursuant to the 
authority delegated to me by the 
Administrator, the Federal Aviation 
Administration proposes to amend 14 
CFR Part 39 of the Federal Aviation 
Regulations as follows: 

PART 39—AIRWORTHINESS 
DIRECTIVES 

1. The authority citation for Part 39 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 49 U.S.C. App. 1354(a). 1421 
and 1423; 49 U.S.C. 106(^; and 14 CFR 
11.89. 

139.13 [AMENDED] 

2. Section 39.13 is amended by 
adding the following new AD: 

Mitsubishi Heavy Industries, Ltd.: Docket 
No. 92-CE-49-AD. 

Applicability: The following model and 
serial number airplanes, certificated in any 
category: 


Sedei Numbers 


MU-2B-10. MU-2B-15, MU-28-20. MU-20-25, and MU-2&-26 . 006 mrough 312, 314 through 320, and 322 through 347. 

MU-2B-30. MU-2B-35, and MU-28-36.. 501 through 651. 653 through 660, and 662 through 696. 


Compliance: Required within the next 100 
hours time-in-service after the effective date 
of this AD, unless already accomplished. 

To prevent excessive control wheel force 
caused by extreme elevator nose-down trim 
deflection, which could result In loss of 
control of the airplane, accomplish the 
following: 


(a) Reduce the maximum deflection of the 
elevator nose-down trim to a l-degree to 3- 
degree range in accordance with the 
Instructions section of Mitsubishi Service 
Bulletin No. 216, dated September 11,1992. 

(b) Special flight permits may be issued in 
accordance with FAR 21.197 and 21.199 to 
operate the airplane to a location where the 


requirements of this AD can be 
accomplished. 

(c) An alternative method of compliance or 
adjustment of the compliance time that 
provides an equivalent level of safety may be 
approved by the Manager, Los Angeles 
Aircraft Certification Office, FAA, 3229 B. 
Spring Street, Long Beach, Califoniia 90 S 06 . 
The request shall be forwarded through an 
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appropriate FAA Maintenance Inspector, 
who may add comments and then send it to 
the Manager, Los Angeles Aircraft 
Certification Office. 

Note.-— Information concerning the 
existence of approved alternative methods of 
compliance with this AD, if any, may be 
obtained from the Los Angeles Aircraft 
Certification Office. 

(d) All persons affected by this directive 
may obtain copies of the document referred 
to herein upon request to Mitsubishi Heavy 
Industries, Ltd., Nagoya Aerospace Systems, 
10, Oyecho, Minato-Ku, Nagoya, Japan; or 
may examine this document at the FAA, 
Central Region, Office of the Assistant Chief 
Counsel, Room 1558,601 E. 12th Street, 
Kansas City, Missouri 64106. 

Issued in Kansas Qty, Missouri, on 
December 8,1992. 

John E. Tigue, 

Acting Manage^, Small Airplane Directorate, 
Aircraft Certification Service. 

[FR Doc. 92-30225 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am] 
CODE 


14 CFR Part 39 

[Docket No. 92-NI4-173-AO] 

Airworthiness Directives; Boeing 
Modei 757 Series Airplanes Equipped 
With Pratt and Whitney PW2000 Series 
Engines 

AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration. DOT. 

ACTX)N: Notice of proposed rulemaking 
(NPRM). 

SUMmIARY: This document proposes th*e 
supersedure of an existing airworthiness 
directive (AD), applicable to certain 
Boeing Model 757 series airplanes 
equipped with Pratt and Whitney 
PW2000 series engines, that currently 
requires certain inspections, 
adjustments, and fimctional checks of 
the engine thrust reverser system; and 
modification of the engine thrust 
reverser directional control valve. This 
^on would add a requirement to 
install an additional thrust reverser 
system locking feature, which, when 
accomplished, would terminate the 
requirement for repetitive inspections 
and functional checks. This proposal is 
prompted by results of a recent safety 
review of the thrust reverser system on 
these airplanes, which reveal^ that the 
installation of additional features to 
hirther minimize the likelihood of an in¬ 
flight thrust reverser deployment is 
necessary. The actions specified by the 
proposed AD are intended to prevent 
deployment of a thrust reverser in flight 
find subsequent reduced controllability 
of the airplane. 

OATES: Comments must be received by 
February 9.1993. 


ADDRESSES: Submit comments in 
triplicate to the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), Transport 
Airplane Directorate, ANM-103. 
Attention: Rules Docket No. 92-NM- 
173-AD, 1601 Lind Avenue, SW., 
Renton, Washington 98055-4056. 
Comments may be inspected at this 
location between 9 a.m. and 3 p.m., 
Monday through Friday, except Federal 
holidays. 

The service information referenced in 
the proposed rule may be obtained from 
Boeing Commercial Airplane Group, 

P.O. Box 3707, Seattle, Washington 
98124-2207. T^is information may be 
examined at the FAA, Transport 
Airplane Directorate. 1601 Lind 
Avenue, SW., Renton, Washington. 

FOR FURTHER INFORAIATION CONTACT: Mr. 
Jeffrey Duven, Aerospace Engineer, 
Seattle Aircraft Certification Office, 
Propulsion Branch, ANM-140S, FAA, 
Transport Airplane Directorate, 1601 
Lind Avenue, SW., Renton. Washington 
98055-4056; telephone (206) 227-2688; 
fax (206) 227-1181. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Comments Invited 

Interested persons are invited to 
participate in the making of the 
proposed rule by submitting such 
written data, views, or arguments as 
they may desire. Communications shall 
identify the Rules Docket number and 
be submitted in triplicate to the address 
specified above. All communications 
received on or before the closing date 
for comments, specified above, will be 
considered before taking action on the 
proposed rule. The proposals contained 
in this notice may be changed in light 
of the comments received. 

Comments are specifically invited on 
the overall regulatory, economic, 
environmental, and energy aspects of 
the proposed rule. All comments 
submitted will be available, both before 
and after the closing date for comments, 
in the Rules Docket for examination by 
interested persons. A report 
summarizing each FAA-public contact 
concerned with the substance of this 
proposal will be filed in the Rules 
Docket. 

Commenters wishing the FAA to 
acknowledge receipt of their comments 
submitted in response to this notice 
must submit a self-addressed, stamped 
postcard on which the following 
statement is made: *'Comments to 
Docket Number 92-NM-l73-AD." The 
postcard will be date stamped and 
returned to the commenter. 


Availability of NPRMs 

Any person may obtain a copy of this 
NPRM by submitting a request to the 
FAA, Transport Airplane Directorate, 
ANM-103, Attention; Rules Docket No. 
92-NM-173-AD, 1601 Und Avenue. 
SW., Renton, Washington 98055-4056. 

Discussion: On September 11,1991, 
the FAA issued AD 91-20-09, 
Amendment 39-8043 (56 FR 46725, 
5^ptember 16,1991), to require certain 
inspections, adjustments, and functional 
checks of the engine thrust reverser 
system; and modification of the engine 
thrust reverser directional control valve. 
That action was prompted by a 
determination that certain discrepancies 
in the thrust reverser system on Model 
767 series airplanes equipped with Pratt 
and Whitney PW4000 series engines can 
cause an uncommanded thrust reverser 
deployment, and a determination that 
the thmst reverser systems of the 
Models 767 and 757 series airplanes, 
equipped with Pratt and Whitney 
PW4000 and PW2000 series engines, 
respectively, are similar. The 
requirements of that AD are intended to 
prevent deployment of a thrust reverser 
in flight and subsequent reduced 
controllability of the airpleme. 

Since the issuance of that AD. the 
FAA has completed a safety review of 
the thrust reverser system installed on 
Boeing Model 757 series airplanes 
equipped with Pratt and Whitney 
PW2000 series engines. The results of 
that review revealed that in-flight 
deployment of a thrust reverser could 
result in a significant reduction in 
controllability of the airplane from that 
previously considered. Consequently, 
the FAA has determined that the 
installation of additional features to 
further minimize the likelihood of an in¬ 
flight thrust reverser deployment is 
necessary. 

The FAA has reviewed and approved 
Boeing Service Bulletin 757-78-0028, 
Revision 1, dated October 29,1992, that 
describes procedures for installation of 
an additional thrust reverser system 
lockiqg feature (denoted as a synch shaft 
lock). The locking system is controlled 
independently of the system's existing 
electro-mechanical safety features. This 
additional locking feature has been 
certified and is installed on new- 
production Model 757 series airplanes 
equipped with Pratt and Whitney 
PW2000 series engines. 

Since an unsafe condition has been 
identified that is likely to exist or 
develop on other products of this same 
type design, the proposed AD would 
supersede AD 91-20-09 to continue to 
require certain inspections, adjustments, 
and functional checks of the engine 
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thrust reverser system; and modification 
of the engine thnist reverser directional 
control valve. The proposed AD would 
add a requirement to install an 
additional thrust reverser system 
locking feature which, when 
accomplished, would terminate the 
requirement for repetitive inspections 
and functional checks. The actions 
would be required to be accomplished 
in accordance with the service oulletin 
described previously. 

There are approximately 211 Model 
757 series airplanes of the affected 
design in the worldwide fleet. The FAA 
estimates that 192 airplanes of U.S. 
registry would be affected by this 
proposed AD, that it would take 
approximately 624 work hours per 
airplane to accomplish the proposed 
actions, and that the average labor rate 
is $55 per work hour. Required parts 
would be supplied by the manufacturer 
at no cost to operators. Based on these - 
figures, the total cost impact of the 
proposed AD on U.S. operators is 
estimated to be $6,589,440, or $34,320 
per airplane. This total cost figure 
assumes that no operator has yet 
accomplished the proposed 
requirements of this AD action. 

The FAA recognizes the large number 
of work hours required to accomplish 
the proposed mo^fication. The 5-year 
compliance time proposed in paragraph 
(e) of this notice should allow the synch 
shaft lock .installation to be made 
coincidentally with scheduled major 
airplane inspection and maintenance 
activities, thereby minimizing the costs 
associated with special airplane 
^heduling. To ensure consistent 
progress in accomplishing these 
modifications, the FAA proposes that, 
during each one-year period after the 
effective date of the final rule, each 
operator would be reouired to modify 20 
percent of the affected fleet in its 
possession during that year. By 
following this schedule, the FAA 
estimates that 20 percent of the entire 
affected Model 757 fleet would be 
modified within one year after issuance 
of the final rule, and 40 percent of the 
fleet would be modified within two 
years after the effective date of the final 
rule. This practice would continue until 
five years after the effective date of the 
final rule, at which time the entire 
affected fleet would be modified. 

The regulations proposed herein 
would not have substantial direct effects 
on the States, on the relationship 
between the national government and 
the States, or on the distribution of 
power and responsibilities among the 
various levels of government. Therefore, 
in accordance with Executive Order 
12612, it is determined that this 


proposal would not have sufficient 
federalism implications to warrant the 
preparation of a Federalism Assessment. 

For the reasons discussed above, I 
certify that this proposed regulation (1) 
is not a “major rule“ under Executive 
Order 12291; (2) is not a “significant 
rule“ under the DOT Regulatory Policies 
and Procedures (44 FR 11034, February 
26,1979); and (3) if promulgated, will 
not have a significant economic impact, 
positive or negative, on a substantial 
number of small entities under the 
criteria of the Regulatory Flexibility Act. 
A copy of the draft regulatory evaluation 
prepared for this action is contained in 
the Rules Docket. A copy of it may be 
obtained by contacting the Rules Docket 
at the location provided under the 
caption “ADDRESSES.” 

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39 

Air transportation, Aircraft. Aviation 
safety, Safety. 

The Proposed Amendment 

Accordingly, pursuant to the 
authority delegated to me by the 
Administrator, the Federal Aviation 
Administration proposes to amend 14 
CFR part 39 of the Federal Aviation 
Regulations as follows: 

PART 39—AIRWORTHINESS 
DIRECTIVES 

1. The authority citation for part 39 
continues to read as follows; 

Authority: 49 U.S.C. App. 1354(a), 1421 
and 1423; 49 U.S.C. 106(g); and 14 CFR 
11.89. 

s 39.13 [Amended] 

2. Section 39.13 is amended by 
removing amendment 39-8043 (56 FR 
46725, September 16,1991), and by 
adding a new airworthiness directive 
(AD), to read as follows: 

Boeing: Docket 92-NM-l73-AD. Supersedes 
AD 91-20-09, Amendment 39-8043. 

Applicability: Model 757 series airplanes 
equipped with Pratt and Whitney PW2000 
series engines; having airplane line numbers 
0001 through 0441, inclusive; certificated in 
any category. 

Compliance: Required as indicated, unless 
accomplished previously. 

Note: Paragraphs (a), (b), (c). and (d) of this 
AD restate the requirements of AD 91-20-09, 
Amendment 39-8043, paragraphs (a), (b), (c), 
and (d). As allowed by the phrase, “unless 
accomplished previously,** if the 
requirements of AD 91-20-09 have been 
accomplished previously, paragraphs (a), (b), 
and (c) of this AD do not require those 
actions to be repeated. 

To prevent deployment of a thrust reverser 
in fli^t and subsequent reduced 
controllability of the airplane, accomplish 
the following: 


(a) Within 14 days after September 16, 
1991 (the effective date of AD 91-20-09, 
Amendment 39-8043), accomplish either 
paragraph (a)(1) or (a)(2) of this AD. 

(1) Accomplish both paragraphs (a)(l)(i) 
and (a)(l)(ii) of this AD: 

(1) Inspect the thrust reverser Directional 
Control Valve (DCV) assemblies of both 
engines to determine the solenoid-driven 
pilot valve*s part number, in accordance with 
Boeing Alert Service Bulletin 757-78A0027, 
dated September 9.1991. 

(A) If any DCV has a suspect pilot valve as 
sp^fied in the service bulletin, prior to 
fi^er flight, replace the DCV with a DCV 
that has a part number of a non-suspect 
solenoid-driven pilot valve, in accordance 
with the service bulletin. 

(B) If a DCV has a non-suspect solenoid- 
driven pilot valve as specified in the service 
bulletin, that pilot valve does not need to be 
replaced. 

(il) Perform all tests and inspections of the 
engine thrust reverser control and indication 
system on both engines in accordance with 
Boeing Service Bulletin 757-78-0025, dated 
September 9,1991. If any discrepancies are 
found as a result of these tests or inspections, 
prior to further flight, correct the 
discrepancies in accordance with the service 
bulletin. 

(2) Accomplish paragraph (a)(1) of this AD 
on^ne engine's thrust reverser and 
deactivate the other engine’s thrust reverser, 
in accordance with Section 78-31-1 of 
Boeing Document D630N002, “Boeing 757 
Dispatch Deviation Guide,’* Revision 8, dated 
January 15,1991. 

(b) Within 24 days after September 16, 
1991 (the effective date of AD 91-20-09, 
Amendment 39-8043), the requirements of 
paragraph (a)(1) of this AD must be 
accomplished on both engines* thrust 
reverser systems. 

(c) Within 45 days after September 16, 
1991 (the effective date of AD 91-20-09, 
Amendment 39-8043), submit a report of the 
proximity sensor gap measurement and other 
results of the initial tests and inspections 
required by paragraph (a)(l)(ii) of this AD, 
both positive and negative, to the Manager, 
Seattle Aircraft Certification Office (AGO), 
ANM-IOOS, FAA. Transport Airplane 
Directorate. 1601 Lind Avenue, SW., Renton, 
Washington 98055-4056. Infonnation 
collection requirements contained in this 
regulation have been approved by the Office 
of Management and Budget (0MB) under the 
provisions of the Paperwork Reduction Act o 
1980 (44 U.S.C 3501 et seq.) and have been 
assigned 0MB Control Number 212(>-0056. 

(d) Repeat the tests and inspections 
specified in paragraph (a)(l)(ii) at interval 
not to exceed 3,000 flight hours, and prior to 
further flight following any maintenance tnai 
disturbs the thrust reverser control system. 
Correct any discrepancies prior to further 
flight, in accordance with Boeing 
Bulletin 757-78-0025, dated Septembers, 


91. 

[e) Within 5 years after the effective date 
this AD. Install an additional thrust 
rarser system locking feature (sync locJc 
jtallation), in accordance with Boeing 
rvice Bulletin 757-78-0028. Revision 1. 
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period of the 5 years after the effective date 
d this AD, each operator must accomplish 
this installation on at least 20 percent of the 
affected fleet in its possession during that 
year. 

(f) Installation of an additional thrust 
reverser system locking feature, as required 
by paragraph (e) of this AD, constitutes 
terminating action for the requirements of 
this AD. 

(g) An alternative method of compliance or 
adjustment of the compliance time that 
provides an acceptable level of safety may be 
used if approved by the Manager, Seattle 
Aircraft Certification Office (AGO), FAA, 
Transport Airplane Directorate. Operators 
shall submit their requests through an 
appropriate FAA Principal Maintenance 
Inspector, who may add comments and then 
send it to the Manager, Seattle AGO. 

Note: Information concerning the existence 
of approved alternative methods of 
compliance with this AD, if any, may be 
obtained from the Seattle AGO. 

(h) Special flight permits may be issued in 
accordance with FAR 21.197 and 21.199 to 
operate the airplane to a location where the 
requirements of this AD can be 
accomplished. 

Issued in Renton, Washington, on 
December 8,1992. 

Darrell M. Pederson, 

Acting Manager, Transport Airplane 
Directorate, Aircraft Certification Service. 

(FR Doc. 92-30314 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 ami 
MUJNQ CODE 4ai0-19Hhl 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 

internal Revenue Service 

26CFR Parts 1 and 602 

[IA-5-e21 

RIN 1S4&-AQ50 

Carryover of Passive Activity Losses 
and Credits and At Risk Loeees and 
Credits and At Risk Losses to 
Bankruptcy Estates of Individuals; 
Hearing 

AGENCY: Internal Revenue Ser\ice, 
Treasury. 

ACTION: Rescheduling of the date and 
location of public hearing on proposed 
regulations; change of date to submit 
requests to speak and outlines of oral 
comments. 

SUMMARY: This document reschedules 
uie date and location of the public 
hearing, and changes the date to submit 
requests to speak and outlines of oral 
comments for the public hearing on 
proposed regulaticms relating to the 
application of sections 469 and 465 to 
Ihe bankruptcy estates of individuals. 
IIATES: The public hearing will be held 
on Monday, January 25,1993, beginning 


at 10 a.m. Requests to speak and 
outlines of oral comments must be 
received by Monday, January 4,1993. 

ADDRESSES: The public hearing will be 
held in the Commissioner’s Conference 
Room, room 3313, Internal Revenue 
Service Building, 1111 Constitution 
Avenue, NW., Washington, DC. 

Requests to speak and outlines of oral 
comments should be submitted to: 
Internal Revenue Service, P.O. Box 
7604, Ben Franklin Station, Attn: 
CC:CORP:T:R, (lA-5-92), room 5228. 
Washington, DC 20044. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Carol Savage of the Regulations Unit, 
Assistant Chief Counsel (Corporate) 
202-622-8452 or 202-622-7180 (not 
toIl-£ree numbers). 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: A notice 
of public hearing app>earing in the 
Federal Register for Monday, November 
9,1992 (57 FR 53304), announced, 
among other things, that a public 
hearing relating to the application of 
section 469 and 465 to the bankruptcy 
estates of individuals would be held on 
Thursday, December 17,1992, 
beginning at 10 a.m., in room 2615, 
Internal I^venue Service Building, 1111 
Constitution Avenue, NW., Washington, 
DC, and that requests to speak and 
outlines of oral comments should be 
received by Thursday, December 3, 

1992. The proposed regulations were 
published in the Federal Register for 
Monday, November 9,1992 (57 FR 
53304). 

There has been a change in the date 
and location of the public hearing, and 
change of date to submit requests to 
speak and outlines of oral comments. 
The hearing will be held on Monday, 
January 25,1993, at 10 a.m., 
Commissioner’s Conference Room, room 
3313, Internal Revenue Service 
Building. 1111 Constitution Avenue, 
NW., Washington, DC. The requests to 
speak and outlines of oral comments 
must be received by Monday. January 4, 

1993. 

Because of controlled access 
restrictions, attendees cannot be 
permitted beyond the lobby of the 
Internal Revenue Service Building until 
9:45 a.m. 

In all other respects the details 
regarding the hearing will remain the 
same. 

By direction of the Commissioner of 
Internal Revenue. 

Cynthia E. Grigsby, 

Alternate Federal Register Liaison Officer, 
Assistant Chief Counsel (Corporate). 

[FR Doc. 92-30187 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am] 
BILUNQ CODE 4a3(M>1-4l 


PENSION BENEFIT GUARANTY 
CORPORATION 

29 CFR ParU 2606,2612,2615,2616, 
2622, and 2623 

RIN 1212-AA40 

Mlacallanaoua Amandmanta 

AGENCY: Pension Benefit Guaranty 
Corporation. 

ACTION: Proposed rule. 

SUMMARY: Statutes amending the 
Employee Retirement Income Security 
Act of 1974 have made changes in 
procedures and other rules, including 
timing and definitional provisions, that 
affect and, in some cases, override 
several portions of the Pension Benefit 
Guaranty Corporation’s regulations. 

This proposed rule would amend parts 
2606, 2612, 2615, 2622. and 2623 of the 
regulations to conform them to current 
law. It also includes other 
organizational and procedural 
amendments and clarifying and 
technical changes. 

DATES: Comments must be received on 
or before January 13,1993. 

ADDRESSES: Comments may be mailed to 
the Office of the General Counsel 
(22500), Pension Benefit Guaranty 
Corporation, 2020 K Street NW., 
Washington, DC 20006, or hand- 
deliver^ to Suite 7200 at the above 
address between 9 a.m. and 5 p.m., 
Monday through Friday. Comments will 
be available for inspection at the PBGC’s 
Communications and Public Affairs 
Department, Suite 7100, at the above 
address between 9 a.m. and 4 p.m., 
Monday through Friday. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACr. 
Judith Neibrief, Attorney, Pension 
Benefit Guaranty Corporation, Office of 
the General Counsel (Code 22500), 2020 
K Street NW., Washington, DC 20006, 
202-778-6850 (202-778-1958 for TTY 
and TDD). (These are not toll-free 
numbers). 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Background 

The Pension Benefit Guaranty 
Corporation (’’PBGC”) administers the 
pension plan termination insurance 
program imder Title FV of the Employee 
Retirement Income Security Act of 1974, 
as amended (’’ERISA”), 29 U.S.C. 1001 
et seq. In 1986 and 1987, respectively. 
Congress enacted the Single-Employer 
Pension Plan Amendments Act of 1986 
(’’SEPPAA”) (Pub. L 99-272) and the 
Pension Protection Act (”PPA”) (which 
was part of the Omnibus Budget 
Reconciliation Act of 1987 (”OBRA 
’87”) (Pub. L. 100-203)) with the aim of 
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better protecting promised pension 
benefits and better controlling the costs 
of the termination insurance program 
for singleemployer plans. Among other 
things, SEPPAA and the PPA amended 
various Title IV procedures and other 
rules, including timing and definitional 
provisions, in ways that afiect and, in 
some cases override several portions of 
the PBGC's regulations (29 QFR chapter 
XXVI). Certain Title I amendments in 
the Retirement Equity Act of 1984 
(“REA") (Pub. L. 98-397) and the Tax 
Reform Act of 1986 (“TRA *86") (Pub. 

L. 99-514) also affect provisions of these 
portions of the regulations, and 
Congress subsequently clarified a 
number of previous Title IV 
amendments in the technical 
corrections enacted as Subtitle H of 
Title VII of the Omnibus Budget 
Reconciliation Act of 1989 (“OBRA 
'89") (Pub. L. 100-239). 

Of particular relevance here are the 
substantial changes in the rules for 
voluntary plan termination under 
ERISA section 4041 (29 U.S.C. 1341) 
and the liability incurred upon 
termination imder ERISA sections 4062 
and 4064 (29 U.S.C, 1362 and 1364). 
Prior to S^PAA (which applies to 
terminations initiated on or after 
January 1,1986), a plan administrator 
was to terminate a plan under 
section 4041 at any time, subject to 
certain procedural requirements, and 
upon termination of an underfunded 
plan. Title IV protected only benefits 
guaranteed by the PBGC. Moreover, plan 
termination enabled plan sponsors to 
shift liability for guaranteed benefits to 
the insurance program because section 
4062 included a net worth limitation on 
liabiliW for plan underfunding. 

SEPPAA restricted the ri^t to 
terminate a “single-employer plan" (j.e., 
any defined benefit plan that is not a 
multiemployer plan (subsection (a)(15) 
of ERISA section 4001 (29 U.S.C. 1301)) 
and expanded liability upon 
termination, essentiallv transferring 
back to plan sponsors nability for 
funding promised pension benefits 
when they are financially able to bear 
these costs. If a plan is underfunded, the 
“contributing sponsor" (j.e., the person 
entitled under subsection (a) of section 
404 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 (“Code") (26 U.S.C. 404), or that 
would be so entitled except for the 
limitations in section 404(a), to receive 
a deduction for required contributions) 
and other members of the contributing 
sponsor's “controlled group" (i.e., a 
contributing sponsor and all other 
persons under common control with 
that contributing sponsor) now must 
demonstrate that they are in such poor 
financial condition, or that their single¬ 


employer plan costs have become so 
burdensome, that they cannot 
realistically continue to maintain the 
plan for which termination is sought.' 

In other words, “standard termination" 
under section 4041(b) (for sufficient 
plans) and “distress termination" under 
section 4041(c) are the exclusive means 
of voluntary plan termination (section 
4041(a)(1)). See ERISA section 4042 (29 
U.S.C. 1342) for the PBGC's authority to 
institute involuntary termination 
proceedings.) 

SEPPAA also revised a number of the 
procedural requirements for termination 
under section 4041, including timing 
and notification requirements. Among 
other things, these changes simplified 
and expedited PBGC review of standard 
terminations, thereby permitting faster 
distribution of plan assets where the 
agency will not be called upon to pay 
benefits and enabling the PBGC to 
devote more resources to those 
terminations that do impose liabilities 
on the insurance program 

The PPA (effective December 17, 

1987) further amended Title IV 
requirements by, among other things, 
increasing the ^nefits that, in a 
standard termination, a plan must be 
able to satisfy to all “benefit liabilities" 
(i.e., the benefits of participants and 
beneficiaries under the plan, within the 
meaning of subsection (a)(2) of Code 
section 401 (26 U.S.C. 401)). The PPA 
also modified the distress termination 
rules so that (consistent with the change 
for standard terminations) a 
contributing sponsor is liable, along 
with every member of its controlled 
group, for all unfunded benefit 
liabilities. In addition, the PPA further 
restricted the role of the net worth 
limitation (ERISA section 4062(b)(2)(B) 
and subsection (a) of section 4068 (29 
U.S.C. 1368)). 

Upon termination of a single¬ 
employer plan under ERISA section 
4041(c) or 4042, this liability now runs 
solely to the PBGC (with the repeal of 
the section 4049 trust introduced by 
SEPPAA) (ERISA section 4062(b)(1)). 
Under subsection (c) of ERISA section 
4022 (29 U.S.C. 1322), the PBGC is to 
pay participants and beneficiaries a 


' SEPPAA substituted **contributing sponsor’* and 
’’controlled group” for ’’employer” terminology in 
the Title IV provisions that delineate termination 
requirements and liability. These provisions apply 
whether or not a single-employer plan is 
maintained by contributing sponsors that are 
members of more than one controlled group. 
(Although this distinction still is relevant for 
certain purposes, the PBGC no longer uses the term 
’’single employer plan” to distinguish single¬ 
employer plans that are maintaimMl by one or more 
trades or businesses under common control from 
single-employer plans maintained by trades or 
businesses not under common control.) 


portion of their outstanding benefit 
liabilities (i.e., unfunded benefit 
liabilities that are not guaranteed 
benefits; see ERISA section 4001(a)(l9)) 
based on the values of its employer 
liability recoveries. The amoimts paid 
are allocated in accordance with 
subsection (a) of ERISA section 4044 (29 
U.S.C. 1344). 

Implementation of the SEPPAA and 
PPA rules for voluntary terminations 
necessitated the complete revision of 
Parts 2616 and 2617 of the PBGC’s 
regulations. The final rule replacing 
these regulations appears elsewhere in 
today's Federal Register. (Unless 
otherwise noted, references in this 
proposed rule to part 2616 or 2617 
regulations are to the new provisions 
being published today.) Also, as 
indicated in its Agenda of Regulations 
Under Development (57 17560, April 
27,1992), the PBGC anticipates further 
changes in its regulations to implement 
requirements of REA and TRA '86, as 
well as the PPA. 

Finally, the PBGC notes that the PPA 
enhanced its enforcement authority by 
adding section 4071 (29 U.S.C. 1371) to 
ERISA. As clarified by OBRA '89, 
section 4071 authorizes the PBGC to 
assess a penalty when a person fails to 
provide any notice or other material 
information required under Subtitle A, 
B, C, or D of Title IV or section 302(f)(4) 
or 307(e) of Title I (29 U.S.C. 1082(f)(4) 
or 1085b(e)), or any regulations 
prescribed thereunder, within the 
applicable time limit specified therein. 
(The penalty is payable to the PB(X] and 
may not exceed $1,000 for each day that 
the failure continues.) Section 4071 
applies to requirements in provisions of 
ERISA and PBGC regulations discussed 
below. 

Proposed Rule 

The PBGC is proposing to amend 
Parts 2606 (Rules for Administrative 
Review of Agency Decisions), 2612 
(Trades or Businesses Under Common 
Control), 2615 (Certain Reporting and 
Notification Requirements), 2622 
(Employer Liability for Withdrawals 
bom and Terminations of Single- 
Employer Plans), and 2623 (Benefit 
Reductions in Terminated Single- 
Employer Pension Plans and 
Recoupment of Benefit Overpa)anents) 
of the regulations to conform their 
provisions to current law. The proposed 
amendments also include minor 
clarifying and technical changes and 

* As noted below, updating the . 

Part 2623 also would make a transition senten 
new S 2616.4(c) unnecessary. 
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modifications in rules of agency 
procedure or practice. 

Thus, the objectives of the proposed 
rule are quite limited. The PBGC 
decided to restrict this rule's scope in 
order to facilitate their accomplishment. 
(In the future, the PBGC will be 
considering whether the requirements of 
certain of these regulations should be 
amended to increase agency 
effectiveness in administering Title IV, 
as well as amending other parts of the 
regulations to implement requirements 
of REA, TRA *86, and the PPA.) 

Nevertheless, attaining these 
objectives does necessitate amendments 
to a large number of regulatory 
provisions, and the agency wishes to 
assure that, as amended, the regulations 
will reflect current provisions of Title IV 
and will be internally consistent. 
Therefore, the PBGC is publishing a 
notice of proposed rulemaking and 
giving interested persons an opportunity 
to submit written comments, as 
provided in section 553 of the 
Administrative Procedure Act (5 U.S.C. 
553), despite the fact that insofar as 
these amendments incorporate statutory 
changes or make minor modifications of 
existing regulations, advance notice and 
public procedure might be viewed as 
unnecessary, and mc^ifications of rules 
of agency organization, procedure, or 
practice are exempt firom these 
requirements (5 U.S.C. 553(b) (B) and 
(A), respectively). 

The PBGC invites members of the 
public to express their views on the 
adequacy and appropriateness of these 
amendments. The agency emphasizes, 
however, that it has sou^t to restrict 
this rule to amendments that do not 
raise significant policymaking 
questions; to the extent proposed 
amendments to sections of the 
regulations include substantive 
judgments, the PBGC believes that 
Congress already has resolved the policy 
issues legislatively (see, e.g., the 
proposed revision of § 2622.3). 

Part 2606—Rules for Administrative 
Review of Agency Decisions 

For the matters specified in 
§ 2606.1(b), Part 2606 of the PBGC's 
regulations sets forth procedural rules 
for issuing initial determinations 
(Subpart B) and for administrative 
review of those determinations 
(reconsideration or appeal under 
subpart C or D, respiectively). Regulatory 
changes since the adoption of these 
P^dural rules (formerly part 2613; 44 
1^ 42181, July 19,1979) necessitate 
technical and clarifying changes. This 
proposed rule also includes several 
Changes proposed in 1983 (48 FR 22330, 
May 18,1983). (Except to the extent 


addressed herein, the PBGC is 
withdrawiim the 1983 proposed rule.) 

The PBGC is proposing to amend 
§ 2606.1 to reflect statutory changes as 
well as to clarify the application of its 
regulations. In particular, the scope of 
part 2606, as set forth in paragraph (b), 
no longer adequately provides for the 
types of determinations that the agency 
decided to subject to the initial 
determination and administrative 
review procedures in subparts B 
through D of part 2606. The proposed 
rule also would remove an unnecessary 
sentence in paragraph (a) and clarify 
paragraph (c) to state that nothing in 
part 2606 of the regulations limits die 
PBGC's authority to review a 
determination to which this part does 
not apply, either upon request or on its 
own initiative (e.g., to correct an error), 
or the procedure utilized in such a 
review. 

The proposed amendments to 
paragraph (b) include updating the 
statutory provisions that pertain to 
various determinations. In paragraphs 
(b)(1) and (b)(5), the reference to E^SA 
section 4082(b) (a transitional rule for 
plans terminating before September 2, 
1974) would be deleted as no longer 
necessary. In paragraphs (b)(6) and 
(b)(7), references to additional ERISA 
provisions would be added because 
Title IV now addresses guaranteed 
benefits under multiemployer plans in 
section 4022A (29 U.S.C. 1322a) and 
includes the aggregate guarantee 
benefit limit in section 4022B (29 U.S.C. 
1322b). The PBGC also is proposing to 
amend these paragraphs to reflect ^e 
fact that its benefit entitlement 
decisions (paragraph (b)(6)) now include 
determinations (as the trustee of 
terminated plans) that a domestic 
relations order is or is not a “qualified 
domestic relations order'' (see 
subsection (d)(3) of ERISA section 206 
(29 U.S.C. 1056) and subsection (p) of 
Code section 414 (26 U.S.C. 414)), and 
its benefit entitlement and benefit 
amount decisions (paragraphs (b)(6) and 
(b)(7)) now include determinations, 
under ERISA section 4022(c), with 
respect to outstanding benefit liabilities. 

In addition, the PBGC is proposing to 
amend paragraph (b)(3) ana paragraphs 
(b)(9) throu^ (d)( 11) to reflect current 
statutory provisions. As revised, 
paragraph (b)(3) would include the 
determinations that the PBGC may make 
in a standard or distress termination 
proceeding imder subsection (b) or (c), 
respectively, of ERISA section 4041 (see 
new parts 2616 and 2617 of the 
regulations). All such determinations 
are subject to reconsideration under 
subpart C. However, the PBGC believes 
that administrative review, upon 


contributing sponsor or controlled 
group member request, of 
determinations that the distress criteria 
in section 4041(c)(2)(B) are not met 
should be by the ^ecutive Director (or 
his or her designee) rather than by an 
official of the hisurance Operations 
Department (the department that issues 
initial determinations in this area), and 
it is proposing to amend §§ 2606.34 and 
2606.36 accordingly. 

New paragraph (d)( 9) would combine 
previous paragraphs (b)(9) through 
(b)(ll) to avoid unnecessary repetition 
in describing determinations as to the 
amount of liability imder current law. 

As revised, paragraph (b)(9) would 
include sucn determinations under 
ERISA sections 4062(b)(1) and 4064 
upon termination of a single-employer 
plan and under ERISA section 4063 (29 
U.S.C. 1363) upon withdrawal of a 
substantial employer from a single¬ 
employer plan under multiple 
controlled groups. Subsection (b)(1) of 
section 4062 is cited as the provision 
that now defines the amount of liability 
to the PBGC upon termination. (Since 
persons are liable for the total “amount 
of unfunded benefit liabilities'* (as 
defined in ERISA section 4001(a)(18)), 
agency determinations of the amount of 
liability under section 4062(b)(1) do not 
include net worth decisions (see 
proposed amendments to part 2622 of 
the regulations). As indicated above, an 
aggrieved person still may request that 
the PBGC review such a decision.) 

The proposed amendments to several 
definitions in § 2606.2 are essentially 
technical. They are designed to reflect 
changes in the terminology that Title IV 
uses to describe certain “aggrieved 
persons'* (i.e., persons that may be 
adversely affected by PBGC 
determinations), including, as a 
“beneficiary", an alternate payee 
(within the meaning of ERISA section 
206(d)(3)(K)) under a qualified domestic 
relations order (as required by section 
206(d)(3)(J)), a single-employer plan's 
“contributing sponsor", and members of 
the same “controlled ^up" as a 
contributing sponsor (see §§ 2616.2 and 
2617.2). These proposed amendments, 
and amendments to several other part 
2606 provisions, also would update the 
regulations to reflect changes in the 
terminology used by the PBGC, in 
particular, the agency's use of 
“department" (rather than “office") to 
describe its primary organizational 
units. 

Other proposed amendments would 
clarify the intended scope of part 2606 
provisions. Thus, the PBGC is proposing 
to amend § 2606.3 to state that this 
section applies only to agency 
assistance in obtaining information or 
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documents in the possession of a party 
other than the PBGC. (Access to PBGC 
records may be requested under the 
Freedom of Information Act (5 U.S.C. 
552) or the Privacy Act (5 U.S.C. 552a) 
in accordance with part 2603 or 2607, 
respectively, of the regulations.) 
Similarly, the PBGC is proposing to 
amend the requirements in § 2606.22 to 
reflect the exception in § 2606.23(b): 
When the PBGC orders that an initial 
determination is eflective on the date of 
issuance, the determination is to state 
that there is no obligation to exhaust 
administrative rem^ies by seeking 
PBGC review (rather than notify persons 
of their right to request review pursuant 
to subpart C or D). (Agpieved persons 
still may request that me agency review 
the determinations in such cases; 
however, the provisions of Subparts C 
and D do not apply.) 

Fart 2612—^Trades or Businesses Under 
Common Control 

The PBGC promulgated part 2612 of 
the regulations to implement the Title 
IV requirement that, under regulations 
consistent and coextensive with 
regulations prescribed under the Code 
by the Secretary of the Treasury, 
employees of trades or businesses 
(whether or not incorporated) which are 
under common control be treated as 
employed by a single employer and all 
such trades and businesses ^ treated as 
a single employer (currently ERISA 
section 4001(b)(1); previously section 
4001(b) and erroneously cited in 
§ 2612.1(a) as section 4001d(b)). After 
the PBGC adopted Part 2612 (41 FR 
12302, March 25,1976), Congress 
redesignated this requirement and 
added a requirement that, for single¬ 
employer plans, the PBGC^s common 
control determinations for “controlled 
group** purposes be made under 
reflations consistent and coextensive 
with regulations prescribed under the 
Code by the Secretary of the Treasury 
(section 4001(8)(14)). 

The PBGC is proposing to amend Part 
2612 to address the range of common 
control determinations that the agency 
must make, as described in revised 
paragraph (a) of § 2612.1. (See also the 
proposed addition of ‘‘controlled 
groups** in the title.) In addition to 
conforming the regulations to accord 
with the current statutory provisions, 
the agency is proposing to reorganize 
this part by replacing the § 2612.2 
definition of “trades or businesses 
(whether or not incorporated) which are 
under common control** with an 
expanded § 2612.3. As amended, 

§ 2612.3 would address all agency 
determinations. The PBGC also is 
proposing to remove unnecessary 


language from § 2612.1(b) and to update, 
correct, and conform other definitiona 
in §2612.2 

Part 2615—Certain Reporting and 
Notification Requirements 

The PBGC promulgated part 2615 of 
the regulations to implement ERISA 
section 4043 (29 U.S.C. 1343) (formerly 
part 2617; 45 FR 55636, August 20, 
1980). Except to the extent that the 
PBGC exercises its waiver authority, 
section 4043 requires the reporting of 
various specified events and any other 
event that the PBGC determines may be 
indicative of a need to terminate the 
plan. Statutory changes since the 
PBGC*s last rulemaking on these 
requirements (49 FR 22472, May 30, 
1984) necessitate technical and 
clarifying changes. In particular, for 
consistency with current regulatory 
requirements and to avoid confusion 
about the applicability of a number of 
the reportable event requirements, the 
terminology used should be changed 
(see, e.g., proposed amendments to 
§§ 2615.3 (b) and (c), 2615.5, and 
2515.23(a)). 

The PBGC notes that it is proposing 
these changes to reflect, in language 
consistent with the statue as amended, 
the requirements that the agency 
intended when it promulgated various 
provisions. The PBGC still is 
considering whether to propose that 
certain of these requirements be 
modified to assure that the agency is 
notified of events that may indicate the 
need to terminate a plan. 

The PBGC also notes that it recently 
amended this part of the regulations by 
designating the reportable events 
requirements as subpart A and adding 
subpart B to address notification of 
failures to make required contributions 
(implementing subsection (f)(4) of 
ERISA section 302 and subsection (n)(4) 
of Code section 412 (26 U.S.C. 412)), 
and (as appropriate) any future rules 
implementing other notification 
requirements (56 FR 57977, November 
15,1991; effective January 1,1992). 

(The PBGC did not receive any 
comments that warrant modification of 
that interim final rule and, on October 
23,1992, published a final rule (57 FR 
48317) that redesignates the new section 
as §2615.31.) 

Based on pre-SEPPAA voluntary 
termination requirements (see e.g., old 
§ 2616.3), the PBGC limited application 
of part 2615 (now subpart A) to plans 
“for which a Notice of Intent to 
terminate under section 4041 has not 
been filed with the PBGC.** However, as 
the agency noted in its proposal to 
revise the termination regulations (52 
FR 33318, 33326, September 2,1987), 


the PBGC no longer receives a notice of 
intent to terminate in a standard 
termination (see ERISA section 
4041(a)(2)) and the notice of intent to 
terminate in a distress termination 
contains little of the information 
required to be provided under prior law 
Moreover, under prior law, a plan 
administrator could file the Notice of 
Intent to Terminate as little as 10 days 
before the proposed date of plan 
termination, whereas current law 
requires issuance of notices of intent to 
terminate at least 60 days before the 
proposed termination date specified 
therein and the PBGC*s revised 
regulations permit a plan administrator 
to extend that period (to up to 90 days) 
in the standard or distress termination 
notice subsequently filed with the PBGC 
(see §§ 2616.2, 2616.22, 2616.26, 2617.2, 
2617.22, and 2617.25). 

In addition, under current law, the 
PBGC may not proceed with a plan 
termination that would violate the terms 
of an existing collective bargaining 
agreement (section 4041(a)(3)). 
Therefore, the PBGC will suspend a 
termination proceeding if timely 
advised that a formal challenge to plan 
termination has been initiated and, 
depending upon the final resolution of 
the challenge, either dismiss the 
proceeding or, should the plan 
administrator wish to do so, reactivate 
it (see §§ 2616.5 and 2617.5.) 

In view of these developments, the 
PBGC is proposing to amend paragraph 
(b) to provide that subpart A applies to 
single-employer plans for which no 
notice of intent to terminate has been 
issued or, if such a notice has been 
issued, until the proposed termination 
date specified in accordance with 
regulatory requirements. Also, if a 
termination proceeding is suspended 
pursuant to the regulations, subpart A 
would continue to apply unless and 
until the PBGC reactivates the 
proceedings, thereby accounting for the 
possibility that a significant period of 
time may pass before resolution of the 
challenge and a decision as to whether 
or not the proposed termination will go 
forward. 

The PBGC is proposing to amend 
§ 2615.2 to correct and conform the 
definitions of various terms. The 
changes include proposed amendments 
to update statutory references {e g., the 
“Code** definition), to assure 
consistency with other regulations [e.g, 
the “participant**, “controlled group , 
“irrevocable commitment**, and “notice 
of intent to terminate** definitions), and 
to delete unnecessary terms. Certain of 
the terms to be deleted are not used in 
the regulations, either as now codified 
(e.g., “Social Security benefits*') or as 
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they would be amended (e.g., ‘‘single 
employer plan”). Others will be 
unnecessary if the amended regulations 
adequately address terminology 
questions elsewhere [e.g., the meaning 
of “bankruptcy case”, in amended 
§§ 2615.3(c)(5) and 2615.21(a)(1)). 

Because the implications of an event 
for the need to terminate a single¬ 
employer plan may differ depending on 
whether it is maintained by multiple 
“contributing sponsors” that are not 
members of die same “controlled 
group” (as the PBGC uses these terms; 
see §§ 2616.2 and 2617.2), certain 
reportable event requirements 
distinguish plans which are not 
“maintained by two or more 
contributing sponsors that are members 
of more than one controlled group” 
horn those which are so maintained. (As 
indicated above, the PBGC previously 
described the former category as “single 
employer plans”.) The PBGC is 
proposing to retain this distinction, 
describing plans in the former category 
as “maintained by one contributing 
sponsor or by two or more contributing 
sponsors that are members of the same 
controlled group”, in amendments to 
§§ 2615.3(c)(2). 2615.14(b)(2), 

2615.21(a), 2615.22(a), and 2615.23(a), 
as well as in paragraph (c)(2) of 
§2615.14, which would replace the 
definition of “active participant”. 

Since § 2615.14 addresses the only 
reportable event for which “active 
participant” is relevant, the PBGC*s 
tentative judgment is that any special 
usage of this term should be included in 
that section rather than in § 2615.2. 

With respect to plans maintained by one 
contributing sponsor or by two or more 
contributing sponsors that are members 
of the same controlled group, paragraph 
(c)(2) of amended § 2615.14 would 
include the same individuals as those 
who currently are described in the (a) 
portion of the definition. With respect to 
plans maintained by two or more 
contributing sponsors that are members 
of more than one controlled group, 
however, the PBGC believes that a 
special provision no longer is needed 
because the (b) portion of the current 
§2615.2 definition covers the same 
individuals as those who generally are 
categorized as “active” participants (see 
§2610.2, which would be referenced in 
amended §2615.2). 

C^er proposed technical changes 
include updating amendments [e.g., 
^placement of the statutory citation in 
j2615.22(c) and the “Plan Number”. 

. ^ organization, and form references 
3(b)(4), 2615.3(e), and 
^615.14(b) and 2615.16(b). in that order) 
and clarifying the date of distribution of 
an irrevocable commitment 


(§ 2615.18(d)). They also include 
proposed changes for consistency with 
the wording and structure of this 
subpart [e.g., moving the waiver 
criterion from paragraph (a) to 
paragraph (b) of § 2615.14). Finally, the 
PBGC notes that in the rule adding 
§ 2615.30 to the regulations, the agency 
expanded paragraph (b) of § 2615.16 to 
add instances in whi^ the form 
required by § 2615.30 (PBGC Form 200) 
has been submitted, in accordance with 
that section, with respect to the same 
failure. 

Part 2622—^Employer Liability for 
Withdrawals From and Terminations of 
Single-Employer Plans 

The PBGC adopted part 2622 of the 
regulations primarily to prescribe rules 
for “employer liability” determinations 
and recovery under ERISA section 4062 
and section 4067 (29 U.S.C. 1367) 
(formerly part 2613; 46 FR 9520, January 
28,1981). Portions of this part also 
apply to determinations under the 
special rules of ERISA sections 4063 
and 4064 for withdrawal of a 
“substantial employer” from or 
termination of a plan (other than a 
multiemployer plan) under which more 
than one “employer” made 
contributions. 

Significant changes in part 2622 
provisions are necessary to reflect 
subsequent statutory amendments. In 
particular, whenever a single-employer 
plan is terminated, “any person who is, 
on the termination date, a contributing 
sponsor * * * or a member of * * * a 
contributing sponsor's controlled 
group” is liable to the PBGC for the total 
amount of unfunded benefit liabilities, 
together with interest (section 4062 (a) 
and (b)). Moreover, the collective net 
worth of these persons is relevant only 
to whether the entire liability is payable 
as of the termination date (section 
4062(b)(2)(B)) and to the amount of the 
lien that ERISA section 4068(a) imposes 
for nonpayment. Other changes are 
being proposed in view of the current 
timing requirements for distress 
terminations under ERISA section 
4041(c) and new part 2616 of the 
regulations and to update the 
terminology used in this part of the 
regulations. 

As revised, § 2622.1 would 
summarize current provisions of subtitle 
D of title IV (paragraph (a)), focusing on 
liability to the PBGC under ERISA 
section 4062(b) upon single-employer 
plan termination and also describing the 
supplementary rules in ERISA sections 
4063 and 4064 upon “substantial 
employer” withdrawal and termination 
for plans with two or more contributing 
sponsors at least two of whom are not 


under common control. The PB(^ uses 
the term “multiple employer plan” to 
describe this category of single¬ 
employer plans and no longer uses the 
term “sin^e employer plan” to describe 
other single-employer plans (see 
proposed amendments to § 2622.2; see 
ERISA section 4001(a)(2) and § 2616.2 of 
the regulations). 

The statutory rules on the amount of 
liability to the PBGC that are reflected 
in this portion of the proposal apply 
with respect to plans for which 
voluntary or involuntary termination is 
initiated after December 17,1987 
(paragraph (b)). (For a termination 
initiated before that date but on or after 
January 1,1986, see the discussion of 
liability imder Title IV as amended by 
SEPPAA (for imfunded “benefit 
commitments” in excess of guaranteed 
benefits) in the PBGC’s proposed rule on 
voluntary terminations (52 FR 33318, 
33320, and 33327, September 2,1987).) 

In § 2622.2, the PBGC is proposing to 
add the term “section 4062(b) liability” 
to describe the liability to the PBGC 
now imposed by ERISA section 4062 
(see subsections (a) and (b)). The new 
term “collective net worth of persons 
subject to liability in connection with a 
plan termination” and the revised 
definitions of the terms “net worth” and 
“net worth record date” would reflect 
the provisions of section 4062(d)(1), as 
implemented in §§ 2622.4 and 2622.5, 
as amended. Other proposed 
amendments to § 2622.2 would add 
terms now used in subtitle D of Title IV 
and/or new part 2616 [e.g., “proposed 
termination date”), delete terms that ere 
not needed in this part of the 
regulations [e.g., “employer” and “Title 
IV”), and make minor technical and 
editorial changes (e.g., amendments to 
the definition of “Act”). 

As revised § 2622.3 would state, in 
paragraphs (a) and (b), respectively, the 
statutory rules on the amount of section 
4062(b) liability and the payment of that 
liability, including the PBCiC's authority 
to make alternative arrangements for the 
satisfaction of liability (see ERISA 
sections 4062(b)(3) and 4067). Since net 
worth does not affect the amount of 
liability, this section, as amended, 
would not address net worth 
notification or determinations. 
(Similarly, the PBGC is proposing to 
delete the last sentence of § 2622.6(c).) 

The exception in proposed paragraph 
(b) reflects the limitation on the general 
rule that section 4062(b) liability is due 
and payable as of the termination date: 
Under section 4062(b)(2)(B), payment of 
so much of the liability as excels 30 
percent of the collective net worth of all 
persons described in section 4062(a) is 
to be made under commercially 
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reasonable terms prescribed by the 
PBGC. The PBGC is proposing to set 
forth the statutory rules for such cases 
in paragraph (c) of § 2622.8. 

The statutory de&iition of •‘collective 
net worth of persons subject to liability 
in connection with a plan termination** 
(section 4062(d)(1)) incorporates pre- 
SEPPAA rules, including the 
requirement that net worth 
determinations be computed without 
regard to any liability under section 
4062 (section 4062(d)(1)(C)). These 
statutory rules now are applied to each 
“person** that is subject to such liability. 
The PBGC is proposing to amend 
provisions of §$ 2622.4 through 2622.6 
accordingly. (See also the proposed 
amendments to §§ 2622.7 throu^ 
2622.9, which include changes for 
consistency with other statutory 
phrasing as well.) 

The collective net worth of such 
persons is the sum of the individual net 
worths of those with individual net 
worths that are greater than zero 
(section 4062(d)(1)(A)). Revised 
paragraph (a) of $ 2622.4 would provide 
that the PBGC will determine individual 
net worths and collective net worth 
when, as under the current regulations, 
liable persons notify the agency and 
submit net worth information. (See 
§ 2622.6(c) regarding incomplete 
submissions.) 

The statutory definition now also 
provides for the timing of net worth 
determinations (subse^on (d)(1)(C)). 
The existing net worth record date 
requirements of § 2622.5 are consistent 
with the statutory rule that 
“determinations • * * be made as of a 
day chosen by the [PBGC] (during the 
120-day period ending with the 
termination date).** Therefore, the PBCJC 
is proposing only technical and editorial 
amendments to S 2622.5. 

The PBGC is proposing to expand 
§ 2622.6 to include in paragrapn (a) net 
worth notiBcation, now addressed in 
§ 2622.3(b), as W'ell as net worth 
information submission, and it is 
proposing to move the infoimation 
specifications (subparagraphs (1) 
through (7)) from paragraph (a) to 
paragraph (b) and make several editorial 
changes. Notification and information 
submission requirements that apply to 
an •‘employer who believes that 30 
percent of * * * net worth is less than 
the plan asset insufficiency** would be 
amended to refer to a “contributing 
sponsor or member of the contributing 
sponsor*s controlled group that believes 
section 4062(b) liability exceeds 30 
percent of the collective net worth of 
persons subject to liability in 
connection with a plan termination** 
(i.e., that the liability under current 


section 4062(b) is subject to the 
exception to the general rule on 
payment) (paragraph (a)(1)). However, if 
a contributing sponsor or member of the 
contributing sponsor's controlled group 
complies, the PBCX would consider 
these requirements to be satisfied by all 
members of that controlled group, while 
reserving the authority to require any 
person subject to liability to submit 
information (paragraphs (a)(2) and 
(a)(3)). 

As discussed above, the statutory 
requirements for voluntary termination 
of an insufficient plan, as implemented 
in new part 2616, are significantly 
different from those that applied when 
the PBGC promulgated this part of the 
regulations. A plan can terminate imder 
E^SA section 4041(c) only if financial 
hardship is demonstrated ^ and other 
requirements are met. Among other 
things, the notice of intent to terminate 
that is filed with the PBGC (PBGC Form 

600) must identify the distress criterion 
that each contributing sponsor and 
member of a contributing sponsor's 
controlled group expects to meet and 
must provide dociunentation regarding 
any relevant liquidation or 
reorganization proceedings; and the 
distress termination notice (PBGC Form 

601) , which is due by the 120th day 
after the proposed termination date (see 
§ 2616.24(a)), must include the 
information required to prove each such 
person satisfies one of the distress 
criteria. Thus, substantial analysis of the 
financial condition of liable persons 
should have occurred by the time 
notices of intent to terminate are issued, 
either in planning for distress 
termination or as part of another 
proceeding, and further financial and 
other business information must be 
compiled within the next few months. 

In view of the above, the PBGC 
believes that the time limits it 
established in 1981 are inappropriate 
when a plan is being terminated under 
ERISA section 4041(c). Therefore, it is 
proposing, in subparagraph (1) of 
§ 2622.6(a), to reflect subseouent 
changes in the regulatory sciieme and 
coordinate part 2622 with the 
requirements in new Part 2616 in future 
distress terminations. 

As amended, the regulations would 
require contributing sponsors and 
controlled group members that believe 
section 4062(b) liability exceeds 30 
percent of the collective net worth of 
persons subject to liability in 
connection with a plan termination to 


’ See ERISA section 4041(cK2)(B) and 
$ 2ei6.3(dKl) through (4) of the regulations for the 
four distress criteria: lic^dation, reorganizadoo, 
inability to continue in business, and unreasonably 
burdensome pension costs. 


SO notify the agency by the 90th day 
after filing of the notice of intent to 
terminate with the PBGC and to submit 
net worth information by the 120th day 
after the proposed termination date (i e, 
by the deadline for filing the distress 
termination notice) (subparagraphs (l)(i| 
and (l)(ii)(A)). The PBGC believes that 
these periods will provide comparable 
time with respect to plans being 
terminated in distress terminations, and 
they are consistent with the agency’s 
rationale in promulgating this part of 
the regulations.^ 

Under amended § 2622.6(a)(l], the 
time limits established in 1981 would 
continue to apply with respect to plans 
for which termination is initiated by the 
PBGC instituting proceedings under 
ERISA section 4042 (subparagraphs 
(l)(i) and (l)(ii)(B)). However, in the 
PBGC's judgment, the regulations no 
longer need emphasize when a plan’s 
termination date is established (i.e., 
upon the execution by all signatories of 
a trusteeship agreement or the issuance 
of a court order decreeing the plan 
terminated). Therefore, it is not 
proposing to include the last sentence of 
current § 2622.3(b) in amended 
§ 2622.6(a)(1). 

The PBGC is proposing to address 
when the net worth information 
specified in this section must be 
submitted within a shorter period and 
when additional infonnation must be 
submitted in paragraph (a)(3) of 
§ 2622.6. In this provision, the PBGCs 
objective is to consolidate and 
streamline existing regulatory 
provisions, but not to change the 
conditions that will result in the agency 
requiring such submissions. (Thus, for 
example, the agency believes it is not 
necessary to state in the regulations that 
one situation in which it may need 
additional information is when the 
PBGC establishes an earlier net worth 
record date after submission of the 
information specified in this section 
(see current §§ 2622.5(c) and 2622.6(b)).) 
In addition, as amended, § 2622.6(a)(3) 
would provide that the PBGC will 
specify the time within which a person 
subject to liability is required to submit 
information. 


1981. the PBGC expected that establishnwot 
of a plan’s termination date ’^typically 
occur until some %ireeks after” the agency 
a notice of intent to terminate (46 FR 9521). sod 
“the employer will usually have 160-180 
more, after submitting. . . (that! notice to 
the net worth infonnation” (46 FR 9524). Un 
new Part 2616, the 90th day after issuance of tM 
notice of intent to terminate i* T* 

proposed termination date permitted (s§ *6 
2616.22(aKl)). and the 120th day after the prop^ 
tennination date U 160 to 210 days after Issusncs 
of the notice of intent to terminate. 
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The distress termination requirements 
discussed above also increase the 
possibility that information required to 
be submitted pursuant to § 2622.6 
already has been submitted to the PBGC. 
Therefore, the PBGC is proposing to add 
a provision, para^aph (a)(4), designed 
to avoid duplicative efforts: A person 
may respond to such a requirement by 
identifying a previous submission. 

ERISA section 4062(b) now provides 
that liability to the PBGC includes 
"interest (at a reasonable rate) 
calculated bom the termination date in 
accordance with r^ulations prescribed 
by the [PBGC].” Since paragraphs (a) 
and (c) of § 2622.7 currently impose 
interest on the impaid portion of the 
liability (if any) at the rate prescribed in 
Code section 6601(a), the PBGC is 
proposing only technical and editorial 
changes in these paragraphs. Other 
proposed amendments would update 
§2622.7 by modifying the terminology 
and deleting provisions for the 
calculation of pre-1983 interest (see also 
§ 2622.8(d), as amended). 

As noted above, the PBGC is 
proposing to expand § 2622.8 to address 
payment, under commercially 
reasonable terms, of the portion of 
section 4062(b) liability that exceeds 30 
percent of the collective net worth of 
persons subject to liability in 
connection with a plan termination (see 
section 4062(b)(2)(B)), as well as the 
exercise of its discretion to defer 
payment of liability upon request. 

Revised paragraph (c) would set forth 
the rules for cases in which the PBGC 
determines that section 4062(b) liability 
exceeds 30 percent of the collective net 
worth of all liable persons. The PBGC's 
standards and factors for determining 
what, if any, deferred payment or other 
terms for the satisfaction of liability to 
grant and the procedure for requesting 
such action, which currently are in 
paragraphs (a) through (c), would be 
included in revised paragraph (b). As 
amended, these rules would apply to 
persons that are or may become liable 
under ERISA section 4062, 4063, or 
4064 and provide for updating 
information when a request is made one 
year or more after the net worth record 
date. 

The PBGC also is proposing to amend 
para^aphs (a) and (b) of § 2622.9 to 
pro^de Aat its requests and demands 
or liability indicate that the agency will 
prescnbe commercially reasonable 
enns for payment of so much of the 
liability that exceeds 30 percent of the 
willertive net worth of persons subject 
0 liability in connection with a plan 
ermination. The proposed amendments 
10 this section and § 2622.10 include 
oiaer updating and editorial changes. In 


particular, the PBGC is proposing to 
amend § 2622.10(b) to require that 
liability payments be sent to the address 
specified in the notification or demand 
for liability issued under § 2622.9 or, if 
not specified therein, to the address 
provided (upon request) by the PBGC's 
Investment Management Division. 

Part 2623—^Benefit Reductions in 
Terminated Single-Employer Pension 
Plans and Recoupment of Benefit 
Overpayments 

'The PBGC promulgated Part 2623 of 
the regulations to minimize benefit 
overpayments by the administrators of 
plans tliat ultimately will be trusteed by 
the PBGC under ERISA section 4042 
because they are insufficient for 
guaranteed benefits (subpart B) and to 
provide rules for the recoupment of 
benefit overpayments and 
reimbursement of benefit 
underpayments when the PBGC is 
appointed trustee (subpart C). As 
discussed above, when the agency 
adopted these regulations (50 FR 3892, 
January 29.1985), the statutory 
requirements for voluntary termination 
were significantly different than they 
are today. Among other things. ERISA 
section 4041 did not address the 
payment of plan benefits after 
termination is initiated, and the 
proposed date of termination specified 
by a plan administrator might ^ only 
10 days after the filing of a Notice of 
Intent to Terminate. 

Section 4041(c)(3)(D) now includes 
specific requirements for plan 
administration during the pendency of a 
distress termination under ERISA 
section 4041(c). The PBGC is 
implementing these requirements, as 
well as notice and infonnation 
requirements, in new Part 2616 of the 
regulations. Therefore, this rule 
includes proposed amendments to limit 
the functions of subpart B of part 2623 
and to coordinate its provisions with the 
requirements of section 4041(c) and part 
2616. Among these are changes to 
reflect current timing requirements and 
to update the terminology used in both 
subparts B and C. 

In addition, as indicated in its Agenda 
of Regulations Under Development, the 
PBGC plans to issue a new part of the 
regulations on the payment of benefits 
in PBGC-trusteed plans (57 FR 17562). 
Because the PBGC believes that benefit 
payment regulations should address 
recoupment and reimbursement, it 
plans to transfer subpart C of part 2623 
to that part of the regulations, and it 
expects to consider further amendments 
to subpart C provisions during the 
development of benefit payment 
regulations. 


The PBGC is proposing to amend the 
title of part 2623 and § 2623.1 to reflect, 
in current terminology (provided by 
proposed amendments to § 2623.2), the 
subjects addressed by this part of the 
regulations and to eliminate 
unnecessary language. As indicated in 
the propos^ amendment to paragraph 
(a) of § 2623.1, the procedures in 
subpart B apply to plans that are 
terminating In a "distress termination" 
and, hence, generally are not expected 
to be "sufficient for guaranteed 
benefits”; those in subpart C apply to 
recoupment and reimbursement of 
benefit payments under any "PBGC- 
trusteed plan”. 

The proposed amendments to 
§ 2623.2 would add several terms 
("guaranteed benefit” as well as those 
just noted) and replace terms no longer 
used. The PBGC is proposing to 
substitute "proposed termination date” 
for "section 4041(a) date of termination” 
and "termination date” for "section 
4048 date of termination” (see proposed 
amendments to §§ 2623.5, 2623.6, 
2623.7, 2623.11, and 2623,12). (Since 
the substitution of "proposed 
termination date” for "section 4041(a) 
date of termination” would make the 
last sentence of new § 2816.4(c) 
unnecessary, the PBGC is proposing to 
delete it.) 

Because paragraphs (b), (c), and (e) of 
new § 2616.4 include the actions 
prohibited during distress termination 
proceedings and the rules for when 
"benefit payments” must be reduced, 
the PBGC is proposing to amend 
§ 2623.5 by deleting paragraphs (e) and 
(f)(1) (and redesignating the remainder 
of paragraph (f) as paragraph (a)) and the 
timing and applicability conditions in 
paragraph (a). As revis^, § 2823.5(a) 
would describe the restricted role that 
this subpart now plays: Providing the 
methodology for determining benefits 
that plan administrators may not pay 
(§ 2623.5 (b) and (c)) and must pay 
(§§ 2623.5(d). 2623.8, and 2623.7) when 
§ 2616,4 requires that benefit pa 3 m[ient 8 
be limited. 

The PBGC is proposing to delate 
references to w’hen benefit payment 
limitations apply from paragraphs (b) 
through (d) of S 2623.5 as well. In 
addition, the proposed rule includes 
updated examples in paragraph (g) 
(which would be redesignated as 
paragraph (f) of § 2623.5 and 
§§ 2623.6(e) and 2623.7(e). (For 
example, the PBGC has removed 
obsolete material and used the 
maximum guaranteeable benefit payable 
for plans terminating in 1992 in the 
revised examples. (Sw 56 FR 64984, 
December 13,1991, for the final rule 
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adding the 1992 amount ($2,352.27) to 
part 2621, appendix A.) 

No change is proposed in the 
§ 2623.5(d) requirement that plan 
administrators “pay the monthly benefit 
* * * determined under § 2623.6 or 
§ 2623.7, whichever produces the higher 
benefit.'* Therefore, ^e PBGC is 
proposing to remove the last sentence of 
paragraph (a) of § 2623.6 (the 
procedures for computing estimated 
guaranteed benefits) and the last 
sentence of paragraph (a) of § 2623.7 
(the procedures for computing estimated 
Title rv benefits) as redundant. 

The other noteworthy amendment to 
subpart B would be the removal of 
§ 2623.8. The PBGC is proposing to 
delete this section because, in 
implementing the requirements of 
ERISA section 4041(a)(2) and (c) (1) and 
(2), the agency has addressed the 
information needs of both participants 
and the agency elsewhere (see new part 
2616). 

Finally, the proposed aniendments to 
subpart C include, in addition to 
conforming terminology and timing 
changes, the substitution of 'TBGC- 
trusted plan** for “terminated 
insufficient plan** in § 2623.11 (a) and 
(b). The PBGC generally is appointed 
trustee when a plan is not sufficient for 
guaranteed benefits. However, the PBGC 
may be appointed trustee of a plan that 
is sufficient for guaranteed benefits, and 
the subpart C procedures are intended 
to apply in such situations. 

E.O. 12291 and the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act 

The PBGC has determined that this 
proposed rule is not a “major rule** for 
the purposes of Executive Order 12291 
because it would not have an annual 
effect on the economy of $100 million 
or more; create a major increase in costs 
or prices for consumers, individual 
industries, or geographic regions; or 
have significant adverse effects on 
competition, employment, investment, 
productivity, innovation, or the ability 
of United States-based enterprises to 
compete with foreign-based enterprises 
in domestic or export markets. The 
primary purpose of these proposed 
amendments is to conform the 
regulations to existing statutory 
requirements. The proposed rule also 
includes other, minor modifications of 
existing regulations. 

For the same reasons, the PBGC 
certifies that, if adopted, this proposed 
rule will not have a significant 
economic effect on a substantial number 
of small entities. Accordingly, as 
provided in section 605 of the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 U.S.C. 601 


et seq.), sections 603 and 604 do not 
apply. 

List of Subjects 

29 CFR Part 2606 

Administrative practice and 
procedure, Organization and functions 
(Government agencies). Pension 
insurance. Pensions. 

29 CFR Part 2612 

Business and industry. Pension 
insurance. Pensions, Small businesses. 

29 CFR Part 2615 

Employee benefit plans, Pension 
insurance. Pensions, Reporting 
requirements. 

29 CFR Part 2616 

Employee benefit plans, Pension 
insurance. Pensions, Reporting 
requirements. 

29 CFR Part 2622 

Business and industry. Employee 
benefif plans. Pension insurance. 
Pensions, Reporting requirements. 

Small businesses. 

29 CFR Part 2623 

Employee benefit plans. Pension 
insurance, Pensions, Reporting and 
recordkeeping requirements. 

For the reasons set forth above, the 
PBGC is proposing to amend 29 CFR 
parts 2606, 2612, 2615, 2616, 2622, and 
2623 as follows: 

PART 2606—RULES FOR 
ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW OF 
AGENCY DECISIONS 

1. The authority citation for part 2606 
is revised to read as follows: 

Authority: 29 U.S.C. 1302(b)(3). 

§2606.1 [Amwtded] 

2. Paragraph (a) of § 2606.1 is 
amended by removing the last sentence. 

§2606.1 [Amended] 

3. Paragraphs (b) and (c) of § 2606.1 
are amended by removing “or section 
4082(b)** in paragraph (b)(1) and 
paragraph (b)(5); by adding “or (c) or 
section 4022A(a)** after “section 
4022(a)’* and by adding “and 
determinations that a domestic relations 
order is or is not a qualified domestic 
relations order under section 206(d)(3) 
of the Act and section 414(p) of the 
Code’* after “covered plans’* and before 
the semicolon in paragraph (b)(6); by 
adding “or (c), section 4022A(b) through 
(e). or section 4022B** after “section 
4022(b)** and by removing “guaranteed 
benefits of* and adding, in its place, 
“benefits payable to** in paragraph 


(b)(7); by adding “and** at the end in I 
paragraph (b)(8); by removing paragraph I 
(b)(10) and paragraph (b)(ll); and by I 
revising paragraphs {b)(3), (b)(9), and(c) I 
to read as follows: I 

§2606.1 PuipoM and scope. I 

***** I 

(b) Scope, * * * I 

(3) Determinations with respect to I 

voluntary terminations under I 

subsection (b) (standard terminations) orl 
subsection (c) (distress terminations) of I 
section 4041 of the Act, including— I 

(i) A determination that a notice I 

requirement under section 4041(b)(1)(A) I 
or (B) or section 4041(c)(1)(A) or (B)or I 
a certification requirement under I 
section 4041(b)(3)(B) or section I 
4041(c)(3)(B) of the Act has not been I 
met, I 

(ii) A determination that a I 

contributing sponsor or a member of a I 
contributing sponsor’s controlled group I 
does not meet the requirements for I 
demonstrating distress under section I 
4041(c)(2)(B) of the Act, and I 

(iii) A determination under section I 

4041(b)(2) or section 4041(c)(3) of the I 
Act with respect to the sufficiency of I 
plan assets for benefit liabilities or for I 
guaranteed benefits; I 

***** I 

(9) Determinations of the amount of I 
liability under section 4062(b)(1), I 
section 4063, or section 4064 of the Act. I 

(c) Matters not covered by this part. I 

Nothing in this part limits— I 

(1) The authority of the PB(X to I 

review, either upon request or on its I 
own initiative, a determination to which I 
this part does not apply when, in its I 
discretion, the PBGC determines that it I 
would be appropriate to do so, or I 

(2) The procedure that the PB(}C may I 

utilize in reviewing any determination I 

to which this part does not apply. I 

4. In § 2606.2, the definition of Adis I 
amended by adding “, as amended” at I 
the end before the period; the definition j 
of Director or Office Director is amended I 
by removing ”Office” and adding, in its I 
place, ^Department” and by removing I 

“office** and adding, in its place I 

“department”; and the definition of I 

aggrieved person is revised and a I 

definition of Code is added to read as j 
follows: I 

§2606.2 Definitions. 

***** I 

Aggrieved person means any 

participant, beneficiary, plan 

administrator, contributing sponsor o 
single-employer plan or member o su 
a contributing sponsor’s controlle 
group, plan sponsor of a multiemploy 
plan, or employer that is adversely 
affected by an initial determination oi 
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tha PBGC with respect to a pension plan 
in which such participant, beneficiary, 
plan administrator, contributing 
sponsor, controlled group member, plan 
sponsor, or employer has an interest. 

The term “beneficiary'* includes an 
alternate payee (within the meaning of 
section 206(d)(3)(K) of the Act) under a 
qualified domestic relations order 
(within the meaning of section 
206 (d)( 3 )(B) of the Act). The term 
“contributing sponsor" includes only a 
person entitled to receive a deduction 
under section 404(a) of the Code (or that 
would be entitled to receive a deduction 
except for the limitations in section 
404(a)) for contributions required to be 
made to a single-employer plan under 
section 302 of the Act and section 412 
of the Code. The term “controlled 
group" includes all persons under 
common control with a contributing 
sponsor and the term “employer" 
includes all trades or businesses under 
common control, as provided in 
subsections (a)(14) and (b)(1) of section 
4001 of the Act and part 2612 of this 
chapter. 

***** 

Code means the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986, as amended. 

***** 

§2606.3 [Amended] 

5. Section 2606.3 is amended by 
removing “data" each time it appears 
and adding, in its place, “documents"; 
by removing “the information" at tlie 
end of the first sentence before the 
period and adding, in its place, 
"information or documents in the 
possession of a party other than the 
PBGC"; and by adding “or documents" 
at the end of the second sentence before 
the period. 

§2606.7 [Amonded] 

6 . Section 2606.7 is amended by 
removing “an Office" and adding, in its 
place, “a Department" and by removing 
“by the PBGC" at the end before the 
period. 

§2606.9 [Amended] 

7. Section 2606.9(b) is amended by 
removing “Office" and adding, in its 
place, “department". 

§2606.22 [Amended] 

8 . Section 2606.22 is amended by 
adding except when effective on the 
date of issuance as provided in 

§ 2606.23(b)," before "shall contain". 

§ 2606.34 [Amended] 

9. S^tion 2606.34 is amended by 
removing “office" and adding, in its 
place, "department" and by adding, at 
me end before the period, “, except that 


a request for reconsideration of a 
determination described in 
§2606.1(b)(3)(i0 shall be submitted to 
the Executive Director". 

S 2606.36 [AitimkM] 

10 . Paragraph (a) of § 2606.36 is 
amended by removing "office" both 
times it appears and adding, in its place, 
“department"; by removing “an Office" 
and adding, in its place, “a 
Department"; by removing “the Office" 
both times it appears and adding, in its 
place, “the Department"; and by adding, 
at the end of the second sentence before 
the period, “of a determination other 
than one described in § 26C6.1(b)(3)(ii), 
and the Executive Director (or an official 
designated by the Executive Director) 
will issue the final decision on a request 
for reconsideration of a determination 
described in § 2606.1(b)(3)(ii)". 

§2606.51 [Am#n<tod] 

11 . Section 2606.51 is amended by 
removing “(11)" and adding, in its 
place, “(9)". 

PART 2612—TRADES OR 
BUSINESSES UNDER COMMON 
CONTROL; CONTROLLED GROUPS 

12 . The authority citation for part 
2612 is revised to read as follows: 

Authority: 29 U.S.C. 1301(a)(14), 

1301(b)(1), and 1302(b)(3). 

13. The title of part 2612 is amended 
as set forth above. 

14. Paragraph (a) of § 2612.1 is revised 
to read as follows: 

§ 2612.1 Purpose and scope. 

(a) Purpose. This part includes the 
regulations under which, for purposes 
of Title IV of the Act, the PBGC 
determines the trades or businesses 
(whether or not incorporated) that are 
under common control and, hence, 
treated as a single employer and 
whether, in the case of a single¬ 
employer plan, two or more persons are 
under common control and. hence, 
members of the same controlled group. 
Section 4001 of the Act requires, in 
subsections (b)(1) and {a)(14), 
respectively, that the former and the 
latter determinations be made under 
PBGC regulations which are consistent 
and coextensive with regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary of the 
Treasury under section 414(c) and 
section 414 (b) and (c), respectively, of 
the Code. 


§2612.7 [Amended] 

15. Paragraph (b) of § 2612.1 is 
amended by adding **Scope.** at the 
beginning after paragraph (b) 


designation; by removing “(88 Stat. 
1014)"; and by removing everything 
after “applies" and before the period. 

16. In § 2612.2, the definition of Act 
is amended by removing “Means" and 
adding, in its place, “means" and by 
removing “(88 Stat. 829 et seq.)** and 
adding, in its place, ", as amended"; the 
definition of trades or businesses 
(whether or not incorporated ) which are 
under common control is removed; and 
definitions of Code end single-employer 
plan are added, in alphabetical order, to 
read as follows: 

§2612.2 DeflnHkms. 
***** 

Code means the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986, as amended. 

Single-employer plan means any 
defined benefit plan (as defined in 
section 3(35) of the Act) that is not a 
multiemployer plan (as defined in 
section 4001(a)(3) of the Act). 

17. Section 2612.3 is amended by 
adding “; controlled groups" after 
“control" in the title; by removing the 
comma after “Act", adding a colon in its 
place, and designating the remainder of 
the current text as paragraph (a)(2) and 
republishing it; and by adding new 
paragraphs (a)(1), (a)(3), and ffi) and the 
introductory text is republished to read 
as follows: 

§ 2612.3 Trades or businesses under 
common control; controlled groups. 

For purposes of Title IV of the Act: 

(a) (1) The PBGC will determine that 
trades and businesses (whether or not 
incorporated) are under common 
control if they are “two or more trades 
or businesses under common control", 
as defined in regulations prescribed 
under section 414(c) of the Code, 

(2) All employees of trades or 
businesses (whether or not 
incorporated) which are under common 
control shall be treated as employed by 
a single employer, and all such trades 
and businesses shall be treated as a 
single employer. 

(3) An individual who owns the entire 
interest in an unincorporated trade or 
business is treated as his own employer, 
and a partnership is treated as the 
employer of each partner who is an 
employee within the meaning of section 
401(c)(1) of the Code. 

(b) In the case of a single-employer 
plan: 

(1) In connection with any person, a 
controlled group consists of that person 
and all other persons under common 
control wdth that person. 

(2) The PBGC will determine that 
persons are under common control if 
they are members of a “controlled group 
of corporations", as defined in 
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regulations prescribed under section 
414(b) of the Code, or if they are “two 
or more trades or businesses under 
common control**, as defined in 
regulations prescribed under section 
414(c) of the Code. 

PART 261&~CERTAiN REPORTING 
AND NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS 

18. The authority citation for part 
2615 continues to read as follows: 

Authority; 29 U.S.C. 1082(f), 1302(b)(3), 
1343, and 1365. 

19. In § 2615.1, paragraph (a) and the 
first sentence of paragrapn (b) are 
revised to read as follows: 

§ 2615.1 Purpose and scops. 

(a) Purpose. This subpart prescribes 
specific requirements for notification of 
the reportable events in section 4043 of 
the Act, including the reportable events 
specified in section 4043(b)(1) through 
(b)(8) and other events that the PBGC 
has determined, under section 
4043(b)(9), may be indicative of a need 
to terminate the plan. It also implements 
the PGBC*8 authority to waive the 
requirement that plan administrators 
notify the PBGC with respect to certain 
reportable events and with respect to 
certain plans. 

(b) Scope. This subpart applies with 
respect to any single-employer plan 
(within the meaning of section 
4001(a)(15) of the Act) which is covered 
by section 4021 of the Act and for which 
either no notice of intent to terminate 
has been issued or, if such a notice has 
been issued, until the proposed 
termination date specified imder section 
4041 (b) or (c) of the Act and parts 2616 
or 2617 of this subchapter; Provided, 
That, if a termination proceeding is 
suspended pursuant to § 2615.5 or 

§ 2617.5 of this subchapter, this subpart 
continues to apply unless and until the 
PBGC reactivates the termination 
proceeding. * * • 

20. In § 2615.2, the definition of Act 
is amended by removing “(29 U.S.C. 
1001 et seq. (1976))*’ and adding, in its 
place, “, as amended**; the definition of 
active participant is redesignated as 
paragraph (c)(2) of § 2615.14; the 
definition of Code is amended by 
removing “1954** and adding, in its 
place, “1986**; the definition of 
irrevocable commitment is amended by 
removing “which** the first time it 
appears and adding, in its place, “if the 
obligation**, by removing “which** the 
second time it appears, and by removing 
**against the insurer**; the definition of 
nonforfeitable benefits which are not 
funded is amended by adding ‘‘section 
4001(a)(8) of the Act and as provided 
in** after “as defined in**; the definition 


of plan is amended by removing “be a 
single employer, multiemployer, or 
multiple employer plan** and adding, in 
its place, “is maintained by one or more 
contributing sponsors**; the definition of 
plan year is amended by removing “; 
policy”; the definition of substantial 
owner is amended by removing 
“4022(b)(6)(A)** and adding, in its place, 
“4022(b)(5)(A)**; the definitions of 
bankruptcy case, break in service, 
employer, money purchase plan, normal 
retirement benefit, plan sponsor. 
Railroad Retirement benefits, single 
employer plan. Social Security benefits, 
and Title IV are removed; and the 
definitions of contributing sponsor, 
controlled group, and participant are 
revised and definitions of notice of 
intent to terminate and proposed 
termination data are added, in 
alphabetical order, to read as follows: 

S 2615.2 Definitiona. 
***** 

Contributing sponsor means the 
person entitled to receive a deduction 
under section 404(a) of the Code (or that 
would be entitled to receive a deduction 
except for the limitations in section 
404(a)) for contributions required to be 
made to the plan imder section 302 of 
the Act and section 412 of the Code. 

Controlled group means, in 
connection with any person, a group 
consisting of such person and all other 
persons under common control with 
such person, determined under part 
2612 of this chapter. 
***** 

Notice of intent to terminate means 
the notice to affected parties advising 
each of a proposed plan termination, as 
required by section 4041(a)(2) of the Act 
and § 2616.22 or § 2617.22 of this 
subchapter. 

***** 

Participant has the same meaning as 
in § 2610.2 of this chapter. 

***** 

Proposed termination date means the 
date specified as such by the plan 
administrator in a notice of intent to 
terminate or, if later, in the distress 
termination notice or the standard 
termination notice, in accordance with 
section 4041 of the Act and part 2616 of 
part 2617 of this subchapter. 
***** 

12615.3 [Amended] 

21. Paragraph (b)(2) of § 2615.3 is 
amended by removing the word “plan” 
and adding each time it appears, in its 
place, “contributing**. 

§2615.3 [Amended] 

22. Paragraph (b)(4) of § 2615.3 is 
amended by removing “plan sponsor** 


both times it appears and adding, in its 
place, “contributing sponsor**; by 
removing “Plan Identification Number 
(PIN)** and adding, in its place, “Plan 
Number (PN)**; and by removing “EIN- 
PIN** both times it appears and adding, 
in its place. “EIN-PN**. 

§2615.3 [Amended] 

23. Paragraph (c)(2) of § 2615.3 is 
amended by removing “single employer 
plan,** and adding, in its place, “plan 
maintained by one contributing sponsor 
or by two or more contributing sponsors 
that are members of the same controlled 
group.**. 

§2615.3 [Amended] 

24. Paragraph {c)(5) of § 2615.3 is 
amended by removing “a bankruptcy or 
liquidation** and adding, in its place, 
“bankruptcy and insolvency**. 

§2615.3 [Amended] 

25. Paragraph tc)(6) of § 2615.3 is 
amended by removing “of employer” 
and adding, in its place, “in the same 
controlled group as a contributing 
sponsor”; by removing or of the trade 
or business no longer controlled by the 
contributing sponsor, or of the new 
trade or business controlling’* and 
adding, in its place, “or of the person no 
longer under common control with’*; 
and by removing “, and of the trade or 
business no longer controlled by the 
contributing sponsor, or the new trade 
or business controlling’* and adding, in 
its place, “and of the person no longer 
under common control with**. 

§2615.3 [Amended] 

26. Paragraph (e) of § 2615.3 is 
amended by removing “Office of 
Program Operations** and adding, in its 
place, “Case Operations and 
Compliance Department’* and by 
removing “Room 5300A** and adding, in 
its place, “Room 5500 (Code 45100)". 

§2615.5 [Amended] 

27. Section 2615.5 is amend^by 
removing “employer** and adding, in its 
place, “contributing sponsor’’ in the 
title and by removing “an employer 
making contributions” and adding, in 
its place, “a contributing sponsor’ in 
the text. 

§2615.12 [Amended] 

28. Sections 2615.12(a), 2615.15(a), 
and 2615.16(a) are amended by 
removing “the plan” and adding, m i s 
place, “a plan”. 

§2615.14 [Amended] 

29. Paragraph (a) of 8 2615.14 is 
amended by removing everything a ar 
“previous plan year” and before the 
period. 
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30. Peragraph (b) of § 2615.14 is 
amended by removing in the 
introductory text “either paragraph 
(b)(1) or (b)(2)“ and adding, in its place, 
“paragraph (b)(1), (b)(2), or (b)(3)“ and 
by adding a new paragraph (b)(3) to read 
as follows: 

§2615.14 Activa participant reduction. 
***** 

(b) * * * 

(3) The present value of unfunded 
vested benehts under the plan (as 
reported on the most recently filed IRS/ 
DOL/PBGC Form 5500 or Form 5500-C/ 
R) is less than $250,000. 
***** 

§2615.14 [Amandad] 

31. Paragraph (b)(2) of § 2615.14 is 
amended by removing “single employer 
plan. as“ and adding, in its place, “plan 
maintained by one contributing sponsor 
or by two or more contributing sponsors 
that are members of the same controlled 
group, as” and by removing “the single 
employer plans covered by section 4021 
that are maintained by the employer“ 
and adding, in its place, “the plans 
covered by this part that are maintained 
by a contributing sponsor and all 
members of the same controlled group, 
if any, either’*; and by removing “or 
not” and adding, in its place, “or is 
not”. 

32. Paragraph (c) of § 2615.14 is 
amended by designating the sentence 
after the heading as subpeuragraph (1) 
and by revising the definition of active 
participant, redesignated as 
subparagraph (2), to read as follows: 

§ 2615.14 Active participant reduction. 
***** 

(c) Determination of the number of 
active participants. 

***** 

(2) For purposes of this section and 
information submitted pursuant to 
§ 2615.3(c)(1), with respect to a plan 
maintained by one contributing sponsor 
or by two or more contributing sponsors 
that are members of the same controlled 
group, include as “active” only a 
participant who— 

' (i) Is receiving compensation for work 
performed; 

(ii) l8 on paid or unpaid leave granted 
for a reason other than a layoff; 

(iii) Is laid off firom work for a period 
of time that has lasted less than 30 days; 

(iv) Is absent from work due to a 

reduction in employment that 
occurs at least annually. 

33. The first sentence of paragraph (b) 

is amended by removing 
forms 5500, 5500-C, 5500-K or 5500- 


R” and adding, in its place, “Form 5500 
or Form 550a-€/R”. 

§2615.18 [Amended] 

34. Paragraph (d) of § 2615.18 is 
amended by removing “effective date of 
the irrevocable commitment” in the first 
sentence and adding, in its place, “date 
on which the obligation to provide 
benefits passes from the plan to the 
insurer”. 

§2615.18 [Amended] 

35. In paragraph (f) of § 2615.18, the 
heading is revised to read ^'Valuation of 
assets and benefits'". 

§2615.21 [Amended] 

36. Paragraph (a) of § 2615.21 is 
amended by removing in the 
introductory text “single employer 
plan,” and adding, in its place, “plan 
maintained by one contributing sponsor 
or by two or more contributing sponsors 
that are members of the same controlled 
group” and by adding “(under Title 11, 
U.S.C.)” before “, or” in paragraph 
(a)(1). 

§2615.22 [Amended] 

37. In paragraph (a) of § 2615.22, the 
introductory .text is amended by 
removing “single employer plan,” and 
adding, in its place, “plan maintained 
by one contributing sponsor or by two 
or more contributing sponsors that are 
members of the same controlled group”. 

§2615.22 [Amended] 

38. Paragraph (c) of § 2615.22 is 
amended by removing "section 4062(d)" 
in the heading and adding, in its place, 
"section 4069(b)" and by removing 
“section 4062(d)” in the text and 
adding, in its place, “section 4069(b)”, 

§2615.23 [Amended] 

39. The title of § 2615.23 is amended 
by removing “of employer” and adding, 
in its place, “in contributing sponsor or 
controlled group”. 

§2615.23 [Amended] 

40. Paragraph (a) of § 2615.23 is 
amended by removing everything in the 
introductory text after “with respect to” 
and before “with nonforfeitable 
benefits” and adding, in its place, “a 
plan maintained by one contributing 
sponsor or by two or more contributing 
sponsors that are members of the same 
controlled group”; by removing “trade 
or business” each time it appears in 
paragraph (a)(l)(iii) and paragraph (a)(2) 
and adding, in its place, “person”; and 
by removing “the sponsor” in paragraph 
(a)(2) and adding, in its place, “the 
contributing sponsor”. 


§2615.23 [AfTMndMl] 

41. In paragraph (e) of § 2615.23, the 
heading is revis^ to read "Valuation of 
assets and benefits". 

PART 2616—DISTRESS 
TERMINATIONS OF SINGLE¬ 
EMPLOYER PLANS 

42. The authority citation for part 
2616 continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 29 U.S.C. 1302(b)(3), 1341, and 
1344. 

§2616.4 [AmwKtod] 

43. In paragraph (c) of § 2616.4 the 
introductory text is amended by 
removing the last sentence. 

PART 2622—UABILITY ON 
TERMINATION OF OR WITHDRAWAL 
FROM A SINGLE-EMPLOYER PLAN 

44. The authority citation for part 
2622 is revised to read as follows: 

Authority: 29 U.S.C. 1302(b)(3), 1362- 
1364, and 1367-1368. 

45. The title of part 2622 is revised to 
read as set forth above. 

46. Section 2622.1 is revised to read 
as follows: 

§ 2622.1 Purpose and scope. 

(a) Purpose. The purpose of this part 
is to set forth rules for determination 
and payment of the liability incurred, 
under section 4062(b) of the Act, upon 
termination of any single-employer plan 
and, to the extent appropriate, 
determination of the liability incurred 
with respect to multiple employer plans 
under sections 4063 and 4064 of the 
Act. This part also includes related rules 
regarding payment arrangements under 
section 4067 of the Act and the PBGC’s 
lien under section 4068 of the Act with 
respect to liability arising under section 
4062, 4063, or 4064. 

When a single-employer plan is 
terminated under se^on 4041(c) or 
4042 of the Act, section 4062 imposes 
joint and several liability, to the PBGC 
and the trustee appointed under section 
4042(b) or (c), on any person that, on the 
termination date, is a contributing 
sponsor or a member of a contributing 
sponsor’s controlled group. Sections 
4063 and 4064, in conjunction with 
section 4062, apply to liability 
determinations with respect to multiple 
employer plans. Under section 4063, the 
PBGC determines the conditional 
liability for withdrawal of a substantial 
employer; under section 4064, the PBGC 
determines the liability upon 
termination of persons that, within the 
5 preceding plan years, contributed to 
the plan. Bo^ sections provide for 
prorating or allocating liability among 
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controlled groups after calculating the 
amount for the entire plan under section 
4062(b), and section 4062(e) makes 
sections 4063 and 4064 applicable when 
there are certain cessations of operations 
at a facility. (See section 4069 of the Act 
regarding transactions to evade liability 
and certain corporate reorganizations.) 

(b) Scope. The provisions of this part 
regarding the amount of liability to the 
PBGC that is incurred upon termination 
of a single-employer plan apply with 
respect to a plan for which a notice of 
intent to terminate under section 
4041(c) of the Act is issued or 
proceedings to terminate under section 
4042 of the Act are instituted after 
December 17,1987. Those provisions 
also apply, to the extent described in 
paragraph (a) of this section, to the 
amount of liability for withdrawal from 
a multiple employer plan after that date. 

47. In § 2622.2, the definition of Act 
is amended by removing “is** and 
adding, in its place, “means" and by 
removing everything after “1974," and 
before the period and adding, in its 
place “as amended"; the deftnition of 
PBGC is amended by removing “is" and 
adding, in its place “means"; the 
definitions of date of plan termination, 
employer, plan asset insufficiency, 
single employer plan, and Title IV are 
removed; and the definitions of net 
worth and net worth record date are 
revised and deftnitions of Code, 
collective net worth of persons subject to 
liability in connection with a plan 
termination, contributing sponsor, 
controlled group, multiple employer 
plan, notice of intent to terminate, 
proposed termination date, section 
4062(b) liability, single-employer plan, 
and termination date and added, in 
alphabetical order, to read as follows: 

12622.2 Dafinitlooa. 
***** 

Code means the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986, as amended. 

Collective net worth of persons subject 
to liability in connection with a plan 
termination means the sum of the 
individual net worths of all persons that 
have individual net worths which are 
greater than zero and that (as of the 
termination date) are contributing 
sponsors of the terminated plan or 
members of their controlled groups, as 
determined in accordance with section 
4062(d)(1) of the Act and § 2622.4 of 
this part. 

Contributing sponsor means the 
person entitled to receive a deduction 
under section 404(a) of the Code (or that 
w'ould be entitled to receive a deduction 
except for the limitations in section 
404(a)) for contributions required to be 


made to the plan under section 302 of 
the Act and section 412 of the Code. 

Controlled group means, in 
connection with any person, a group 
consisting of such person and all other 
persons under common control with 
such person, determined under Part 
2612 of this subchapter.* 

Multiple employer plan means a 
single-employer plan maintained by two 
or more contributing sponsors that are 
not members of the same controlled 
group, under which all plan assets are 
available to pay beneftts to all plan 
participants and beneficiaries. 

Net worth means the fair market value 
of a person liable under section 4062 of 
the Act, as determined in accordance 
with section 4062(d)(1) of the Act and 
§ 2622.4 of this part. 

Net worth record date means the day, 
chosen by the PBGC in accordance with 
section 4062(d)(1) of the Act and 
§ 2622.5 of this part, as of which the 
PBGC makes net worth determinations. 

Notice of intent to terminate means 
the notice to affected parties advising 
each of a proposed plan termination, as 
required by section 4041(a)(2) of the Act 
and § 2616.22 of this subchapter. 

* * * * * 

Proposed termination date means the 
date specified as such by the plan 
administrator in a notice of intent to 
terminate or, if later, in the distress 
termination notice, in accordance with 
section 4041 of the Act and part 2616 of 
this subchapter. 

Section 4062(b) liability means, with 
respect to a single-employer plan 
terminated under section 4041(c) or 
section 4042 of the Act, the joint and 
several liability to the PBGC which is 
incurred by any person that, on the 
termination date, is a contributing 
sponsor of the plan or a member of a 
contributing sponsor’s controlled group; 
the amount of this liability is 
determined in accordance with section 
4062(b)(1) of the Act and § 2622.3(a) of 
this part. 

Single-employer plan means any 
defined benefit plan (as defined in 
section 3(35) of the Act) that is not a 
multiemployer plan (as defined in 
section 4001(a)(3) of the Act). 

Termination date means the date 
established pursuant to section 4048(a) 
of the Act. 

48. Section 2622.3 is revised to read 
as follows: 

12622.3 Amount and payment of taction 
4062(b) liability. 

(a) Amount of liability. 

(1) General rule. Except as provided 
in paragraph (a)(2) of this section, the 
amount of section 4062(b) liability is the 
total amount (as of the termination date) 


of the unfunded benefit liabilities 
(within the meaning of section 
4001(a)(18) of the Act) to all participants 
and beneficiaries under the plan, 
together with interest calculated from 
the termination date in accordance with 
§2622.7. 


(2) Special rule in case of subsequent 
finding of inability to pay guaranteed 
benefits. In any distress termination 
proceeding under section 4041(c) of the 
Act and part 2616 of this subchapter in 
which (as described in section 
4041(c)(3)(C)(ii) of the Act), after a 
determination that the plan is sufficient 
for benefit liabilities or for guaranteed 
benefits (as defined in § 2616.2 of this 
subchapter), the plan administrator 
finds that the plan is or will be 
insufficient for guaranteed benefits and 
the PBGC concurs with that finding, or 
the PBGC makes such a finding on its 
own initiative, actuarial present values 
shall be determined as of the date of the 
notice to, or the finding by. the PBGC 
of insufficiency for guaranteed benefits, 

(b) Payment of liability. Section 
4062(b) liability is due and payable as 
of the termination date, in cash or 
securities acceptable to the PBGC, 
except that, as provided in § 2622.8(c), 
the PBGC shall prescribe commercially 
reasonable terms for payment of so 
much of such liability as exceeds 30 
percent of the collective net worth of 
persons subject to liability in 
connection with a plan termination, and 
the PBGC may make alternative 
arrangements, as provided in 
§ 2622.8(b). 

49, The title and paragraph (a) of 
§ 2622.4 are revised to read as follows: 
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§ 2622.4 Detarminationa of nat worth and 
colloctive not worth. 


(a) General rules. When a contributing 
sponsor, or member(s) of a contributing 
sponsor’s controlled group, notifies and 
submits information to the PB(X in 
accordance with § 2622.6, the PB(X 
shall determine the net worth, as of the 
net worth record date, of that 
contributing sponsor and any members 
of its controlled group based on the 
factors set forth in paragraph (c) of this 
section and shall include the value of 
any assets that it determines, pursuant 
to paragraph (d) of this section, have 
been improperly transferred. In making 
such determinations, the PBGC will 
consider information submitted 
pursuant to § 2622.6. The PBGC shall 
then determine the collective net worth 
of persons subject to liability in 
connection with a plan termination 
***** 
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} 2622.4 [Am^ndecS] 

50. Paragraphs (b) through (d) of 

§ 2622.4 are amended by removing “an 
employer" each time it appears and 
adding, in its place, “a person"; by 
removing "An employer's" in the 
introductory text of paragraph (c) and 
the first sentence of paragraph (d) and 
adding, in its place, "A person's"; by 
removing "the employer's" each time it 
appears and adding, in its place, "the 
person’s"; by removing "the employer" 
each time it appears and adding, in its 
place, "the person"; by removing "net 
record" in paragraph (c)(3) and adding, 
in its place, "net worth record"; by 
removing "The employer's" in 
paragraph (c)(5) and adding, in its place, 
‘The person's"; by removing 
“proceeding under chapter 11 of the 
Bankruptcy Code of 1978 (or under 
chapter XI of of the prior Bankruptcy 
Act)" in paragraph (c)(8) and adding, in 
its place, "case under title 11, United 
States Code, or any similar law of a state 
or political subdivision thereof,"; and 
by removing "employer liability" in tlie 
first sentence of paragraph (d) and 
adding, in its place, "liability". 

§2622.5 [Amended] 

51. Paragraph (a) of § 2622.5 is 
amended by removing "date of plan 
termination established pursuant to 
section 4048 of the Act" and adding, in 
its place, "plan's termination date". 

§2622.5 [Amended] 

52. Paragraph (b) of § 2622.5 is 
amended by removing everything in the 
first sentence after "establish" and 
before the period and adding, in its 
place, "as the net worth record date an 
earlier date during the 120-day period 
ending with the termination date". 


§2622.5 [Amended] 

53. Paragraph (c) of § 2622.5 is 
amended by removing "to the 
employer" in the heading; by removing 
Ae employer" in the first sentence and 

adding, in its place, "liable person(s)"; 
aiid by removing "more information 
pursuant to § 2622.6(b)" in the second 
^ntence and adding, in its place, 
additional information, as provided in 
§ 2622.6(a)(3)". 

54. In § 2622,6, paragraphs (a)(1) 
™ugh (a)(7) are redesignated as 
Pwagraphs (b)( 1 ) through (b)(7), in that 
order; the introductory text of paragraph 
aj IS designated as paragraphs (a)(1) 
l^ough (a)(4) and revised and the 
introductory text of paragraph (b) is 
joyised; redesignated paragraphs (b)( 1 ) 

ough (b)(7) are amended by removing 
dfi ^ ®^P^oyer'8" and adding, in its 
uace. An" and by removing "its" end 

ing, in its place, "the person's" in 


paragraph (b)(1); by removing 
"employer's" and adding, in its place, 
"person's" in paragraphs (b)(2), (b)(4), 
(b)(5), and (b)(6); by removing 
"employer" both times it appears and 
adding, in its place, "the person's" in 
paragraph (b)(3); and by removing 
"proceeding under chapter 11 of the 
Bankruptcy Code of 1978 (or under 
chapter XI of the prior Bankruptcy Act)" 
and adding, in its place, "case under 
title 11, United States Code, or any 
similar law of a state or political 
subdivision thereof," and by removing 
"employer" and adding, in its place, 
"person" in paragraph (b)(7); and 
paragraph (c) is revised; and as revised, 
paragraph (a), the introductory text of 
paragraph (b), and paragraph (c) read as 
follows: 

12622.6 Net worth notificetion and 
Information. 

(a) General. 

(1) A contributing sponsor or member 
of the contributing sponsor’s controlled 
group that believes section 4062(b) 
liability exceeds 30 percent of the 
collective net worth of persons subject 
to liability in connection with a plan 
termination shall— 

(1) So notify the PBGC by the 90th day 
after the notice of intent to terminate is 
filed with the PBGC or, if no notice of 
intent to terminate is filed with the 
PBGC and the PBGC institutes 
proceedings under section 4042 of the 
Act, within 30 days after the 
establishment of the plan's termination 
date in such proceedings; and 

(ii) Submit to the PBGC the 
information specified in paragraph (b) of 
this section with respect to the 
contributing sponsor and each member 
of the contributing sponsor's controlled 
group (if any)— 

(A) By the 120th day after the 
proposed termination date, or 

(B) If no notice of intent to terminate 
is filed with the PBGC and the PBGC 
institutes proceedings under section 
4042 of the Act, within 120 days after 
the establishment of the plan's 
termination date in such proceedings. 

(2) If a contributing sponsor or a 
member of the contributing sponsor's 
controlled group complies with the 
requirements of paragraph (a)(1) of this 
section, the PBGC will consider the 
requirements to be satisfied by all 
members of that controlled group. 

(3) The PBGC may require any person 
subject to liability— 

(i) To submit the information 
specified in paragraph (b) of this section 
within a shorter period whenever the 
PBGC believes that its ability to obtain 
information or payment of liability is in 
jeopardy, and 


(ii) To submit additional information 
within 30 days, or a different 8{>ecified 
time, after the PBGC's written 
notification that it needs such 
information to make net worth 
determinations. 

(4) If a provision of paragraph (b) of 
this section or a PBGC notice specifies 
information previously submitted to the 
PBGC, a person may respond by 
identifying the pre^ous submission in 
which the response was provided. 

(b) Net worth information. The 
following information specifications 
apply, individually, with respect to each 
person subject to liability: 
***** 

(c) Incomplete submissions. If a 
contributing sponsor and/or members of 
the contributing sponsor's controlled 
group do not submit all of the 
information required pursuant to 
paragraph (a) of this section (other than 
the estimate described in paragraph 
(b)(1) of this section) with respect to 
each person subject to liability, the 
PBGC may base determinations of net 
worth and the collective net worth of 
persons subject to liability in 
connection with a plan termination on 
any such information that such 
person(s) did submit, as well as any 
other pertinent information that the 
PBGC may have. In general, the PBGC 
will view information as of a date 
further removed from the net worth 
record date as having less probative 
value than information as of a date 
nearer to the net worth record date. 

55. In § 2622.7, paragraph (d) is 
removed and the title and pciragraphs (a) 
and (b) are revised to read as follows: 

S 2622.7 Calculating Intaraat on liability 
and rafunda of ovarpaynr>anta. 

(a) Interest. Whether or not the PBGC 
has granted deferred payment terms 
pursuant to § 2622.8, the amount of 
liability under this part includes 
interest, from the termination date, on 
any unpaid portion of the liability. Such 
interest accrues at the rate set forth in 
paragraph (c) of this section until the 
liability is paid in full and is 
compounded daily. When liability 
under this part is paid in more than one 
payment, the PBGC will apply each 
payment to the satisfaction oi accrued 
interest and then to the reduction of 
principal. 

(b) Refunds. If a contributing sponsor 
or member(s) of a contributing sponsor's 
controlled group pays the PBCk) an 
amount that exceeds the full amount of 
liability under this part, the PBGC shall 
refund the excess amount, with interest 
at the rate set forth in paragraph (c) of 
this section. Interest on an overpayment 
accrues firom the later of the date of the 
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overpayment or 10 days prior to the 
termination date until the date of the 
refund and is compounded daily. 

* * * • * 

S2822.7 [AffMTKM] 

56. In paragraph (c) of § 2622.7, the 
first sentence is amended by removing 
“employer liability and refimds of 
employer liability" and adding, in its 
place, “liability under this part and 
refunds thereof* and by removing 
“Internal Revenue Code of 1954, as 
amended,** and adding, in its place, 
“Code**. 

57. The title and paragraphs (a), (b), 
(c), and (d) of § 2622.8 are revised to 
read as follows: 

f2622.J Arrs n g u f ftt s for —Hsfying 
liability. 

(a) General The PBGC will defer 
payment, or agree to other arrangements 
for the satisfaction, of any portion of 
liability to the PBGC only when— 

(1) As provided in paragraph (b) of 
this section, the PBGC determines that 
such action is necessary to avoid the 
imposition of a severe hardship and that 
there is a reasonable possibility that the 
terms so prescribed will be met and the 
entire liability paid; or 

(2) As provided in paragraph (c) of 
this section, the PBGC determines that 
section 4062(b) liability exceeds 30 
percent of the collective net worth of 
persons subject to liability in 
connection with a plan termination. 

(b) Upon request. If the PBGC 
determines that such action is necessary 
to avoid the imposition of a severe 
hardship on persons that are or may 
become liable under section 4062, 4063, 
or 4064 of the Act and that there is a 
reasonable possibility that persons so 
liable will able to meet the terms 
prescribed and pay the entire liability, 
the PBGC may, in its discretion and 
when so requested in accordance with 
paragraph (b)(2) of this section, grant 
deferred payment or other terms for the 
satisfaction of such liability. 

(1) In determining what, if any, terms 
to grant, the PBGC shall examine the 
following factors: 

(i) The ratio of the liability to the net 
worth of the person making the request 
and (if different) to the collective net 
worth of persons subject to liability in 
connection with a plan termination. 

(ii) The overall financial condition of 
persons that are or may become liable, 
including, with respect to each such 
person— 

(A) The amounts and terms of existing 
debts; 

(B) The amount and availability of 
liquid assets; 

(C) Current and past cash flow; and 


(D) Projected cash fiow, including a 
projection of the impact on operations 
that would be caused by the immediate 
full parent of the liability. 

(iii) The availability of credit from 
private sector sources to the person 
making the request and to other liable 
persons. 

(2) A contributing sponsor or member 
of a contributing spon8or*8 controlled 
group may request deferred payment or 
other terms for the satisfaction of any 
portion of the liability imder section 
4062, 4063, or 4064 of the Act at any 
time by filing a written request. The 
request must include the information 
specified in § 2622.6(b), except that— 

(i) If the request is filed one year or 
more after the net worth record date, 
references to **the not worth record 
date** in § 2622.6(b) shall be replaced by 
**the most recent annual anniversary of 
the net worth record date**; and 

(ii) Information that already has been 
submitted to the PBGC need not be 
submitted again. 

(c) Liability exceeding 30 percent of 
collective net worth. If the PBGC 
determines that section 4062(b) liability 
exceeds 30 percent of the collective net 
worth of persons subject to liability in 
connection with a plan termination, the 
PBGC will, after making a reasonable 
effort to reach agreement with such 
persons, prescribe commercially 
reasonable terms for ]>ayment of so 
much of the liability as exceeds 30 
percent of the collective net worth of 
persons subject to liability in 
connection with a plan termination. The 
terms prescribed by the PBGC for 
payment of that portion of the liability 
(including interest) will provide for 
deferral of 50 percent of any amount 
otherwise payable for any year if a 
person subject to such liability 
demonstrates to the satisfaction of the 
PBGC that no person subject^to such 
liability has any individual pre-tax 
profits (within the meaning of section 
4062(d)(2) of the Act) for such person*s 
last full fiscal year ending during that 
year. 

(d) Interest. Interest on unpaid 
liability is calculated in accordance 
with § 2622.7(a). 

***** 

12622.3 [Amand^q 

58. Paragraph (e) of § 2622.8 is 
amended by removing **an employer** 
and adding, in its place, **the liable 
person(s)**. 

12622.9 [AmwKledl 

59. The title of § 2622.9 is amended 
by removing **lien for employer 
liability** and adding, in its place. 
**demand for liability; lien**. 


12622.9 [AmwKtod] 

60. In paragraph (a) of § 2622.9, the 
first sentence is amended by removing 
“an employer*8 liability** and adding, in 
its place, “the liability** and by 
removing *‘the employer** and adding, 
in its place, **liable personfs)**; the 
second sentence is amend^ by adding 
“and will indicate that, as provided in 
§ 2622.8, the PBGC will prescribe 
commercially reasonable terms for 
pa 3 nnent of so much of the liability as 
it determines exceeds 30 percent of the 
collective net worth of persons subject 
to liability in connection with a plan 
termination** at the end before the 
period; and the last sentence is 
amended by removing ''employer s**. 

12622.9 [AmMutodl 

61. Paragraph (b) of § 2622.9 is 
amended by removing “If the employer 
fails to pay its** and adding, in its place, 
“Except as provided in paragraph (c) of 
this section, if person(s) liable to the 
PBGC fail to pay the** and by adding as 
concluding text of paragraph (b): “The 
demand letter will indicate that, as 
provided in § 2622.8, the PBGC will. 
prescribe commercially reasonable 
terms for payment of so much of the 
liability as it determines exceeds 30 
percent of the collective net worth of 
persons subject to liability in 
connection with a plan termination.'* 

12622.9 [Amended] 

62. In paragraph (c) of § 2622.9, the 
first sentence is amended by removing 
"an employer*s** after “payment of* and 
by removing “for an employer*8 
liability** and adding, in its place, “for 
the liability**; and the last sentence is 
amended by removing “to appeal of the 
assessment of liability*' and adding, in 
its place, “to an appeal**. 

92622.9 [AmsndMq 

63. Paragraph (d) of § 2622.9 is 
pended by removing “If the employer" 
and adding, in its place, “If any person 
liable to the PBGC under section 4062, 
4063, or 4064 of the Act**; by removing 
“its liability** and adding, in its place, 
“such liability**; and by removing 
everything after “arising as of the** and 
before the period and adding, in its 
place, “plan*8 termination date, upon all 
property and rights to proj)erty, whether 
real or personal, belonging to that 
person, except that su^ lien may not w 
in an amount in excess of 30 percent of 
the collective net worth of all persons 
described in section 4062(a) of the Act . 

92622.10 [Amended] 

64. Paragraph (a) of § 2622.10 is 
amended by adding “(ipcluding 
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information)” after “document” in the 
introductory text. 

12622.10 [Amended] 

65. In paragraph (b) of $ 2622.10, the 
hrst sentence is amended by removing 
“employer”; by removing “, and shall be 
sent to the Ehvision of the T^asurer, 
Office of Financial Operations” and 
adding, in its place, ”. Such payments 
shall be sent to the address specified in 
the notification or demand for liability 
issued by the PBGC under § 2622.9 or, 

if not so specified, to the address 
provided, upon request, by the 
Investment Management Division (Code 
33500)”; and by adding “(202-778- 
8802)” at the end before the period; and 
the second sentence is amended by 
adding “(including information)” after 
“document” and by removing “Office of 
Program Operations” and adding, in its 
place, “Insurance Operations 
Department”. 

PART 2625-BENEFrr REDUCTIONS 
TERMINATING PLANS; RECOUPMENT 
AND REIMBURSEMENT 

66. The authority citation for part 
2623 is revised to read as follows: 

Authority: 29 U.S.C. 1302(b)(3), 1322, 
1322b, 1341(c)(3)(D), and 1344. 

67. The title of part 2623 is revised to 
read as set forth above. 

68. Section 2623.1 is revised to read 
as follows: 

12623.1 Purpoee and scope. 

(a) Purpose. The purpose of this part 
is to prescribe procedures that minimize 
the overpayment of benefits by plan 
administrators when terminating single¬ 
employer plans are not expected to be 
sufficient for guaranteed benefits and 
procedures for the recoupment of 
benefit overpayments from participants 
and beneficiaries entitled to annuities 
and the reimbursement of benefit 
underpayments to participants and 
beneficiaries in PBGC-trusteed plans. 

(b) Scope. Subpart B oT this part sets 
forth the rules for reducing benefit 
payments after initiating a distress 
termination; subpart C of this part sets 
forth the method of recoupment of 
benefit payments in excess of the 
amounts permitted under sections 4022, 
4022B, and 4044 of the Act and 
provides for reimbursement of benefit 
underpayments. 

69. Section 2623.2 is amended by 
removing the definitions of iiu^ufficient 
Pian, Title IV Benefit, section 4041 faj 
date of termination, and section 4048 
date of termination and by adding, in 
alphabetical order, definitions of 
aist^ss termination, guaranteed benefit, 
mice of intent to terminate, PBGC- 


trusteed plan, proposed termination 
date, single-employer plan, sufficient for 
guaranteed benefits, termination date, 
and title IV benefit to read as follows: 

{2622.2 Definitiona. 
***** 

Distress termination means the 
voluntary termination, in accordance 
with section 4041(c) of the Act and part 
2616 of this subdiapter, of a single¬ 
employer plan. 

Guaranteed benefit means a benefit 
that is guaranteed by the PBGC under 
section 4022 (a) and (b) of the Act and 
parts 2613 and 2621 of this chapter. 

Notice of intent to terminate means 
the notice to affected parties advising 
each of a proposed plan termination, as 
required by section 4041(a)(2) of the Act 
and § 2616.22 or § 2617.22 of this 
subchaptar. 

***** 

PBGC-trusteed plan means a 
terminated plan for which the PBCX is 
appointed trustee under section 4042(b) 
of the Act. 

Proposed termination date means the 
date specified as such by the plan 
administrator in a notice of intent to 
terminate or, if later, in the distress 
termination notice or the standard 
termination notice, in accordance with 
section 4041 of the Act and part 2616 or 
part 2617 of this subchapter. 

Single-employer plan means any 
defined benefit plan (as defined in 
section 3(35) of the Act) that is not a 
multiemployer plan (as defined in 
section 4001(a)(3) of the Act). 
***** 

Sufficient for guaranteed benefits 
means that there is no amount of 
unfunded guaranteed benefits (within 
the meaning of section 4001(a)(17) of 
the Act). 

Termination date means the date 
established pursuant to section 4048(a) 
of the Act. 

Title TV benefit means the guaranteed 
benefit plus any additional benefits to 
which plan assets are allocated pursuant 
to section 4044 of the Act and part 2618 
of this subchapter. 

70. The title of § 2623.5 is amended 
by removing ‘'benefits payable” and 
adding, in its place, “benefit payments”, 

71. Paragraph (a) of 8 2623.5 is revised 
to read as follows: 

§2623.^ Umitatictna on bonofit payments 
by pish administrator. 

(a) General. When, during the 
pendency of a distress termination 
proceeding, § 2616.4 of this subchapter 
requires a plan administrator to reduce 
benefits, the plan administrator shall 


limit benefit payments in accordance 
with this section. 

***** 

12623.5 [Amandad] 

72. Paragraph (b) of § 2623.5 is 
amended by removing “beginning on 
the section 4041(a) date of termination” 
in the first sentence and by adding **or 
her” after “his” in the second sentence. 

12623.5 [Amandad] 

73. Paragraph (c) of $ 2623.5 is 
amended by removing “beginning on 
the section 4041(a) date of termination”; 
by removing “chapter” and adding, in 
its place “subchapter”; and by ad^ng “, 
for the year of the proposed termination 
date” at the end before the period. 

{2623.5 [Amandad] 

74. Paragraph (d) of § 2623.5 is 
amended by adding **payments^* after 
“bene/it” in the heading and by 
removing “Beginning on the thirtieth 
day after the section 4041(a) date of 
termination, or on the section 4041(a) 
date of termination if the Notice of 
Intent to Terminate proposes a date of 
termination that is more than thirty days 
after the Notice of Intent to Terminate 
was filed, a” and adding, in its place, 
“A”. 

{2623.5 [Amended] 

75. Paragraph (e) of § 2623.5 is 
removed. 

{2623.5 [Amended] 

76. Paragraph (f) of 8 2623.5 is 
amended by removing **deadlines and** 
in the heading; by removing paragraph 
(f)(1); by removing the colon after 
“may” in the introductory text; by 
removing the designation of paragraph 
(f)(2) and the word “Authorize ” and 
adding, in its place, “authorize ”; and, 
as so amendeo, paragraph (f) is 
redesignated as paragraph (e). 

77. Paragraph (g) of { 2623.5 is 
redesignated as paragraph (f) and the 
examples following the introductory 
text are revised to read as follows: 

{ 2623.5 Umitatlone on benefit payments 
by plan administrator. 
***** 

(f)* * • 

Example 1 

Facts. On October 10,1992, a plan 
administrator files with the PBGC a notice of 
intent to terminate in a distress termination 
that includes December 31,1992, as the 
proposed termination date. A participant 
who is in pay status on December 31,1992, 
has been receiving his accrued benefit of 
$2,500 per month under the plan. The benefit 
is in the form of a (oint and survivor annuity 
(contingent basis) that will pay 50 percent of 
the participant’s benefit amount (i.e., $1,250 
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per month) to his surviving spouse following 
the death of the participant. On December 31, 
1992, the participant is age 66, and his wife 
is age 56. 

Benefit reductions. Paragraph (b) of this 
section requires the plan administrator to 
cease paying benefits in excess of the accrued 
benefit payable at normal retirement age. 
Because the participant is receiving only his 
accrued benefit, no reduction is required 
under paragraph (b). 

Paragraph (c) of this section requires the 
plan a&iinistrator to cease paying benefits in 
excess of the maximum guaranteeable 
benefit, adjusted for age and benefit form in 
accordance with the provisions of part 2621 
of this subchapter. The maximum 
guaranteeable benefit for plans terminating in 
1992, the year of the proposed termination 
date, is $2,352.27 per month, payable in the 
form of a single life annuity at age 65. 

Because the participant is older than age 65, 
no adjustment is required under S 2621.4(c) 
based on the annuitant's age factor. The 
benefit form is a joint and survivor annuity 
(contingent basis), as defined in § 2621.2. The 
required benefit reduction for this benefit 
form under § 2621.4(d) is 10 percent. The 
corresponding adjustment factor is 0.90 
(1.00-0.10). The l^nefit reduction factor to 
adjust for the age difference between the 
participant and the beneficiary is computed 
under § 2621.4(e). In computing the 
difierence in ages, years over 65 years of age 
are not taken into account. Therefore, the age 
difference is 9 years (65-56). The required 
percentage reduction when the beneficiary is 
9 years younger than the participant is 9 
percent. The corresponding adjustment factor 
is 0.91 (1.00-0.09). 

The maximum guaranteeable benefit 
adjusted for age and benefit form is $1,926.51 
($2,352.27x0.90x0.91) per month. Therefore, 
the plan administrator must reduce the 
participant's benefit payment firom $2,500 to 
$1,926.51. If the participant dies after 
December 31,1992, the plan administrator 
will pay his spouse $963.26 (0.50x$l,926.51) 
per month. 

Example 2 

Facts. The benefit of a participant who 
retired under a plan at age 60 is a reduced 
single life annuity of $400 per month plus a 
temporary supplement of $400 per month 
payable until age 62. The participant's 
accrued benefit under the plan is $450 per 
month, payable fix}m the plan's normal 
retirement age. On the proposed termination 
date, June 30,1992, the participant is 61 
years old. 

The maximum guaranteeable benefit 
adjusted for age under § 2621.4(c) of this 
subchapter is $1,693.63 ($2,352.27x0.72) per 
month. Since the benefit is payable as a 
single life annuity, no adjustment is required 
under § 2621.4(d) for benefit form. 

Benefit reductions. The plan benefit of 
$800 per month payable until age 62 exceeds 
the participant's accrued benefit of $450 per 
month. Paragraph (b) of this section requires 
that, except to the extent permitted by 
paragraph (d), the plan benefit must he 
reduced to that level. Since the resulting 
levelized benefit of $404.10 
((0.082x50)<»>$400) per month, determined 


under $ 2621.4(f), is less than the adjusted 
maximum guaranteeable benefit of $1,693.63 
r month, no further reduction in the 
nefit payment is required under paragraph 
(c) of this section. The plan administrator 
next would determine the amount of the 
participant's benefit under paragraph (d). 

Example 3 

Facts. A retired participant is receiving a 
reduced early retirement benefit of $800 per 
month plus a temporary supplement of 
$1,200 per month payable until age 62. The 
benefit is in the form of a single life annuity. 
On the proposed termination date, November 
30,1992, the participant is 56 years old. 

The participant’s accrued benefit at normal 
retirement age under the plan is $1,200 per 
month. The maximum guaranteeable benefit 
adjusted for age is $1,152.61 ($2,352.27x0.49) 
per month. A form adjustment is not 
required. 

Benefit reductions. The plan benefit of 
$1,800 per month payable from age 56 to age 
62 exceeds the participant's accrued benefit 
at normal retirement age of $1,200 per 
month. Therefore, under paragraph (b) of this 
section, the plan administrator must reduce 
the temporary supplement to $600 per 
month. 

For the purpose of determining whether 
the reduced benefit, i.e., a level-life annuity 
of $600 per month and a temporary annuity 
supplement of $600 per month to age 62, 
exceeds the maximum guaranteeable benefit 
adjusted for age, the temporary annuity 
supplement of $600 per month is converted 
to a level-life annuity equivalent in 
accordance with § 2621.4(f) of this 
subchapter. The level-life annuity equivalent 
is $232.20 ($600x0.387). This, added to the 
life annuity of $600 per month, equals 
$832.20. Since the maximum guaranteeable 
benefit of $1,152.61 per month exceeds 
$832.20 per month, no further reduction is 
required under paragraph (c) of this section. 

The plan administrator next would 
determine the participant's estimated benefit 
under paragraph (d). Assume that the 
estimated benefit under paragraph (d) is 
$1,500 per month until age 62 and $600 per 
month thereafter. The plan administrator 
would pay the participant $1,500 per month, 
reduced to $600 per month at age 62, subject 
to the final benefit determination made under 
title IV. 

Example 4 

Facts. A retired participant is receiving a 
reduced early retirement benefit of $2,250 
p>er month plus a temporary supplement of 
$1,200 per month payable until age 62. The 
benefit is in the form of a joint and survivor 
annuity (contingent basis) that will pay 50 
percent of the participant's benefit amount to 
his surviving spouse following the death of 
the participant. On the proposed termination 
date, December 20,1992, the participant and 
his spouse are each 56 years old. 

The participant’s accrued benefit at normal 
retirement age under the plan is $3,000 per 
month. The maximum guaranteeable benefit 
adjusted for age and the joint and survivor 
annuity (contingent basis) annuity form is 
$1,037.35 per month. An adjustment for age 
difierence is not required because the 
participant and his spouse are the same age. 


Benefit reductions. The plan benefit of 
$3,450 per month payable from age 56 to age 
62 excels the paiticipant's accrued benefit 
at normal retirement age, which is $3,000 per 
month. Therefore, under paragraph (b) of this 
section, the plan administrator must reduce 
the participant’s benefit so that it does not 
exceed $3,000 per month. 

The level-life equivalent of the 
participant’s reduced benefit, determined 
using the § 2621.4(f) adjustment factor, is 
$2,540.25 (($750x0.387)+$2.250) per month. 
Since this benefit exceeds the participant’s 
maximum guaranteeable benefit of $1,037.35 
per month, the plan administrator must 
reduce the participant's benefit payment so 
that it does not excecxl the maximum 
guaranteeable benefit. 

The ratio of (i) the participant's maximum 
guaranteeable benefit to (ii) the level-life 
equivalent of the participant’s reduced 
benefit (computed under the "accrued for 
normal retirement age" limitation) is used in 
converting the level-life maximum 
guaranteeable benefit to the step-down form. 
The level-life equivalent of the reduced 
benefit computed under the "accrued for 
normal retirement age" limitation is 40.84 
percent ($l,037.35/$2,540.25). Thus, the plan 
administrator must reduce the participant’s 
level-life benefit of $2,250 per month to 
$918.90 ($2,250x0.4084) and must further 
reduce the reduced temporary benefit of $750 
per month to $306.30 ($750x0.4084). Under 
paragraph (c) of this section, therefore, the 
participant’s maximum guaranteeable benefit 
is $1,225.20 ($918.90^$306.30) per month to 
age 62 and $918.90 per month thereafter, 
subject to any adjustment under paragraph 
(d) of this section. 

Assume that the estimated benefit under 
paragraph (d) is $1,050 per month to age 62 
and $750 per month thereafter. The plan 
administrator would reduce the participant’s 
benefit from $1,225.20 per month to $1,050 
per month and pay this amount until age 62. 
at which time the benefit payment would be 
reduced to $750 per month, subject to the 
final benefit determination made under title 
IV. 

S 2623.6 [Amended] 

78. Paragraph (a) of § 2623.6 is 
amended by removing the last sentence. 

S 2623.6 [Amended] 

79. Paragraph (b) of § 2623.6 is 
amended by removing "section 4041(a) 
date of termination" each time it 
appears (in the heading or the text) and 
adding, in its place, "proposed 
termination date"; by removing "was" 
and adding, in its place, "is" in 
paragraph (b)(1); and by adding "or her 
after "his" in paragraph (b)(2). 

§2623.6 [Amended] 

80. Paragraph (c) of § 2623.6 is 
amended by adding "or her" after "his 
both times it appears in paragraph (c)(1); 
by adding "or she" after "he" each time 
it appears; and by removing "section 
4041(a) date of termination" each time 
it appears in paragraph (c)(2) and 
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paragraph (c)(3) and adding, in its place, 
“proposed termination date". 

§2623.6 [Amended] 

81. Paragraph (d) of § 2623.6 is 
amended by removing "section 4041(a) 
date of termination" each time it 
appears and adding, in its place, 
‘'proposed termination date" and by 
adding "or she" after "he" and "or 
“her" after "his" in paragraph (d)(2)(ii). 

82. The examples in paragraph (e) of 
§ 2623.6 ere revised to read as follows: 

§ 2623.6 Estimated ousrsntesd bsnsfft. 

* * * # # 

(e)* * * 

Example 1 

Facts. A participant which is not a 
substantial owner retired on December 31, 
1991, at age 60 and began receiving a benefit 
of $600 per month. On January 1,1989, the 
plan had been amended to allow participants 
to retire with unreduced benefits at age 60. 
Previously, a participant who retired before 
age 65 was subject to a reduction of Visth for 
each year by which his or her actual 
retirement age preceded age 65. On January 
1,1992, the plan's benefit formula was 
amended to increase benefits for participants 
who retired before January 1,1992. As a 
result, the participant's benefit w'as increased 
to $750 per month. There have been no other 
pertinent amendments. The proposed 
termination date is December 15,1992. 

Estimated guaranteed benefit. No 
reduction is required under § 2623.5(b) or (c) 
because the participant’s benefit does not 
exceed either the piarticipant’s accrued 
benefit at normal retirement ago or the 
maximum guaranteeable benefit. (Post¬ 
retirement benefit increases are not 
considered as increasing accrued benefits 
payable at normal retirement age.) 

The amendment as of January 1,1989, 
resulted in a “new benefit" because the 
reduction in the age at which the participant 
could receive unreduced benefits increased 
the participant’s benefit entitlement at actual 
retirement age by */i», which is more than a 
20 percent increase. 

The amendment of January 1,1992, which 
increased the participant’s benefit to S750 
per month, is a “benefit improvement" 
because it is an increase in the amount of 
benefit for persons in pay status. (No 
percentage test applies in determining 
whether such an increase is a benefit 
improvement.) 

The multiplier for computing the amount 
^the estimated guaranteed benefit is taken 
from the third row of Table I (because the last 
new benefit had been in effect for 3 full years 
as of the proposed termination date) and 
column (c) (because there was a benefit 
improvement within the 1-year period 
^ceding the proposed termination date). 

This multiplier is 0.55. Therefore, the 
amount of the participant’s estimated 
guaranteed benefit is $412.50 (0.55 x $750) 

P€r month. 

Sample 2 

A participant who is not a 
5u tantial owner terminated employment on 


December 31,1990. On January 1,1992, she 
reached age 65 and began receiving a benefit 
of $250 p>er month. She had completed 3 
years of service at her termination of 
employment and was fully vested in her 
accrued benefit. The plan’s vesting schedule 
had been amended on July 1,1988. Under the 
schedule in effect before the amendment, a 
participant with 5 years of service was 100 
percent vested. There have been no other 
pertinent amendments. The proposed 
termination date is December 31,1992. 

Estimated guaranteed benefit No 
reduction is required under § 2623.5 (b) or (c) 
because the paxiicipcmt’s benefit does not 
exceed either her accrued benefit at normal 
retirement age or the maximum 
guaranteeable benefit. The plan’s change of 
vesting schedule created a new benefit for the 
participant. Because the amendment was in 
effect for 4 full years before the proposed 
termination date, the second row of Table I 
is used to determine the applicable 
multiplier for estimating the amount of the 
participant’s guaranteed benefit. Because the 
participant did not receive any benefit 
improvement during the 12-month period 
ending on the proposed termination dale, 
column (b) of the table is used. Therefore, the 
multiplier is 0.80, and the amount of the 
participant’s estimated guaranteed benefit is 
$200 (0.80 X $250) per month. 

Example 3 

Facts. A participant who is a substantial 
owner retired prior to the proposed 
termination date after 5'A years of active 
participation in the plan. The benefit under 
the terms of the plan when he first began 
active participation was $800 per month. On 
the proposed termination date of April 30. 
1992, he was entitled to receive a benefit of 
$2,000 per month. No reduction of this 
benefit is required under § 2623.5 (b) or (c). 

Estimated guaranteed benefit. Paragraph 
(d)(2) of this section Is used to compute the 
amount of the estimated guaranteed benefit 
of substantial owners with 5 or more years 
of active participation prior to the proposed 
termination date. Consequently, the amount 
of this participant’s estimated guaranteed 
benefit is the lesser of— 

(i) the amount calculated as if he had been 
an active participant in the plan for fewer 
than 5 full years on the proposed termination 
date, or $333.33 ($2,000 x Vbo) per month. 

(ii) the amount to which he would have 
been entitled as of the proposed termination 
date under the terms of the plan when he 
first began participation, as limited by 

§ 2623.5(b) and (c), multiplied by 2 times the 
number of years of active participation and 
divided by 30, or $266.67 ($800 x 2 x »Ao) 
per month. 

Therefore, the amount of the participant’s 
estimated guaranteed benefit is $266.67 per 
month. 

§2623.7 [Antended] 

83. The title of § 2623.7 is amended 
by removing "Title IV Benefit” and 
adding, in its place, "title IV benefit". 

§2623.7 [Ajitended] 

84. Paragraph (a) of § 2623.7 is 
amended by removing "Benefit" each 


time it appears and adding, in its place, 
"benefit" and by removing the last 
sentence. 

12623.7 [AmerMted] 

85. Paragraph (b) of § 2623.7 is 
amended by removing "Benefits" both 
times it appears in the introductory text 
and adding, in its place, "benefits" and 
by removing "section 4041(a) date of 
termination" each time it appears and 
adding, in its place, "propos^ 
termination date". 

§2623.7 [AmerKted] 

86 . Paragraph (c) of § 2623.7 is 
amended by removing "Bene/if" in the 
heading and adding, in its place, 
"bene/if"; by removing "Benefit" in the 
first sentence of the introductory text 
and adding, in its place, "benefit"; and 
by removing "section 4041(a) date of 
termination" each time it appears and 
adding, in its place, "proposed 
termination date". 

§2623.7 [Antencted] 

87. Paragraph (d) of § 2623.7 is 
amended by removing "Bene/jf" in the 
heading and adding, in its place, 
"be/ie/jf" and by adding "or she" after 
"he" in paragraph (d)(1). 

88 . The examples in paragraph (e) of 
§ 2623.7 are revised to read as follows: 

12623.7 Estimated Titls IV bansAte. 
***** 

(e)* * * 

Example 1 

Facts. A participant who is not a 
substantial owner was eligible to retire 3V2 
years before the proposed termination date. 
The participant retired 2 years before the 
proposed termination date with 20 years of 
service. Her final 5 years’ average salary was 
$45,000, and she was entitled to an 
unreduced early retirement benefit of $1,500 
per month payable as a single life annuity. 
This retirement benefit does not exceed the 
limitation in § 2623..5(b) or (c). 

On the participant’s benefit 
commencement date, the plan provided for a 
normal retirement benefit of 2 percent of the 
final 5 years’ salary times the number of 
years of service. Five years before the 
proposed termination date, the percentage 
was IVz percent. 'The amendments improving 
benefits were put Into effect 3Vti years prior 
to the proposed termination date. 'There were 
no other amendments during the 5-year 
period. 

The participant’s estimated guaranteed 
benefit computed under § 2623.6(c) is $1,500 
per month times 0.90 (the factor firom column 
(b) of Table I in § 2623.6(c)(2)), or $1,350 per 
month. It is assumed that the plan meets the 
conditions set forth in paragraph (b) of this 
section, and the plan administrator is 
therefore required to estimate the title IV 
benefit. 

Estimated title IV benefit. For a participant 
who is not a substantial owner, the amount 









59020 Federal Register / Vol. 57, No. 240 / Monday, December 14, 1992 / Proposed Rules 


of the estimated title IV benefit is the 
estimated priority category 3 benefit 
computed under paragraoh (c) of this section. 
This amount is computed by multiplying the 
participant's benefit under the plan as of the 
later of the proposed termination date or the 
benefit commencement date by the ratio of (i) 
the normal retirement benefit under the 
provisions of the plan in effect 5 years before 
the proposed termination date and (ii) the 
normal retirement benefit under the plan 
provisions in effect on the proposed 
termination date. 

Thus, the numerator of the ratio is the 
benefit that would be payable to the 
participant under the normal retirement 
provisions of the plan 5 years before the 
proposed termination date, based on her age, 
service, and compensation on her benefit 
commencement date. The denominator of the 
ratio is the benefit that would be payable to 
the participant under the normal retirement 
provisions of the plan in effect on the 
proposed termination date, based on her age, 
service, and compensation as of the earlier of 
her benefit commencement date or the 
proposed termination date. Since the only 
different factor in the numerator and 
denominator is the salary percentage, the 
amount of the estimated title IV benefit is 
$1,125 (0.015/0.020 X $1,500) per month. 

This amount is less than the estimated 
guaranteed benefit of $1,350 per month. 
Therefore, in accordance with § 2623.5(d), 
the benefit payable to the participant is 
$1,350 per month. 

Example 2 

Facts. A participant who is a substantial 
owner retires at the plan's normal retirement 
age, having completed 5 years of active 
participation in the plan, on CX:tober 31, 

1992, which is the proposed termination 
date. Under provisions of the plan in effect 
5 years prior to the proposed termination 
date, the participant is entitled to a single life 
annuity of $500 per month. Under the most 
recent plan amendments, which were put 
into effect IVi years prior to the proposed 
termination date, the participant is entitled to 
a single life annuity of $1,000 per month. The 
participant's estimated guaranteed benefit 
computed under $ 2623.6(d)(2) is $166.67 per 
month. 

It is assumed that all of the conditions in 
paragraph (b) of this section have been met. 
Plan assets equal $2 million. The present 
value of all benefits in pay status is $1.5 
million based on applicable PBGC interest 
rates. There are no employee contributions 
and the present value of all vested benefits 
that are not in pay status is $0.75 million 
based on applicable PBGC interest rates. 

Estimate title IV benefit Paragraph (d) of 
this section provides that the amount of the 
estimated Title FV benefit payable with 
respect to a participant who is a substantial 
owner is the higher of the estimated priority 
category 3 benefit computed under paragraph 

(c) of this section or the estimated priority 
category 4 benefit computed under paragraph 

(d) of this section. 

Under paragraph (c), the participant's 
estimated priority category 3 benefit is $500 
($1,000 X $500/$1000) per month. 

Under paragraph (d), the participant's 
estimated priority category 4 benefit is the 


estimated guaranteed benefit computed 
under § 2623.6(c) (i.e., as if the participimt 
were not a substantial owner) multiplied by 
the priority category 4 funding ratio. Since 
the plan has priority category 3 benefits, the 
ratio is determined under paramph (d)(2)(i). 
The numerator of the ratio is pW assets 
minus the present value of benefits in pay 
status. The denominator of the ratio is the 
present value of all vested benefits that are 
not in pay status. The participant's estimated 
guaranteed benefit imder § 2623.6(c) is 
$1,000 per month times 0.90 (the foctor from 
column (b) of Table I in § 2623.6(c)(2)), or 
$900 per month. Multipl)ring $900 by the 
category 4 funding ratio of % (($2 million - 
$1.5 million)/$0.75 million) prtxluces an 
estimated category 4 benefit of $600 per 
month. 

Because the estimated category 4 benefit so 
computed is greater than the estimated 
category 3 benefit so computed, the estimated 
category 4 benefit is the estimated title IV 
benefit. Because the estimated category 4 
benefit so computed is greater than the 
estimated guaranteed benefit of $166.67 per 
month, in accordance with § 2623.5(d), the 
benefit payable to the participant is the 
estimated category 4 benefit of $600 per 
month. 

s 2623.8 [Remov^q 

89. Section 2623.8 is removed. 

§2623.11 [Amended] 

90. Paragraph (a) of § 2623.11 is 
amended by removing "terminated 
insufficient plan" in the first sentence 
and adding, in its place, "PBGC-trusteed 
plan"; by removing "he or his" the first 
time it appears in the first sentence and 
adding, in its place, "the participant or 
his or her"; by removing "he or his" the 
second time it appears in the first 
sentence and adding, in its place, "the 
participant or beneficiary"; by removing 
"recoupment imder" and adding, in its 
place, "recouping in accordance with 
the rules in" in the second sentence; 
and by removing "section 4048 date of 
termination" and adding, in its place, 
"termination date" in the last sentence. 

§2623.11 [Amended] 

91. Paragraph (b) of § 2623.11 is 
amended by removing "terminated 
insufficient plan" and adding, in its 
place, "PBCJC-trusteed plan" and by 
removing "he or his" and adding, in its 
place, "the participant or his or her". 

§2623.11 [Amended] 

92. Paragraph (c) of § 2623.11 is 
amended by removing everything after 
"on or after the latest of and before 
"the date on which" and adding, in its 
place, "the proposed termination date, 
the termination date, or, if no notice of 
intent to terminate was issued,". 

§2623.12 [Am^uM] 

93. Paragraph (a) of § 2623.12 is 
amended by removing "section 4048 


date of termination" in paragraph (a)(1) 
and adding, in its place, "termination 
date" and by adding "or her" after 
"him" in paragraph (a)(3). 

Issued in Washington. DC this 7th day of 
December, 1992. 

James B. Lockhart m. 

Executive Director, Pension Benefit Guaranty 
Corporation. 

(PR Doc. 92-30058 Piled 12-11-92; 8:45 am) 
MUJNQ CODE TTOa^-M 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Offlca of Surface Mining Reclamation 
and Enforcement 

30 CFR Part 926 

Montana Permanent Regulatory 
Program 

AGENCY: Office of Surface Mining 
Reclamation and Enforcement (OSM), 
Interior. 

ACTION: Proposed rule; public comment 
period and opportunity for public 
hearing on proposed amendment. 

SUIMAABY: OSM is announcing the 
receipt of a proposed amendment to the 
Montana permanent regulatory program 
(the Montana program) under the 
Surface Mining Control and 
Reclamation Act of 1977 (SM(3tA). The 
proposed amendment is intended to 
change the State's definition of 
"prospecting" to more closely conform 
to the Federal definition of "coal 
exploration" and to include in the 
definition certain data gathering 
activities. 

This document sets forth the times 
and locations that the Montana program 
and the proposed amendment to that 
program are available for public 
inspection, the comment period during 
which interested persons may submit 
written comments on the proposed 
amendment, and procedures that will he 
followed regarding the public hearing, if 
one is requested. 

DATES: Written comments must be 
received 4 p.m., m.s.t. January 13,1993. 
If requested, a public hearing on the 
proposed amendment will be held on 
January 8,1993. Requests to present oral 
testimony at the hearing must be 
received by 4 p.m., m.s.t. on December 
29,1992. 

ADDRESSES: Written comments should 
be mailed or hand delivered to Guy 
Padgett at the address listed below. 

Copies of the Montana program, the 
proposed amendment, and all written 
comments received in response to this 
notice will be available for public 
review at the addresses listed below 
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during normal business hours, Monday 
throu^ Friday, excluding holidays. 

Each requester may receive one free 
copy of the propos^ amendment by 
contacting OSM's Casper Field Office. 

Guy Padgett, Director; Casper Field 
Office, Office of Surface Mining 
Reclamation and Enforcement; 100 East 
B Street, room 2128; Casper, WY 82601- 
1918. Telephone: (307) 261-5776. 

Gary Amestoy, Administrator; 
Reclamation Division, Montana 
Department of State Lands; Capitol 
Station; 1625 Eleventh Ave.; Helena, 

MT 59620. Telephone; (406) 444-2074. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Guy V. Padgett, Director, telephone: 

(307) 261-5776. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

I. Background on the Montana Program 

On April 1.1980, the Secretary of the 
Interior conditionally approved the 
Montana program. General background 
information on the Montana program, 
including the Secretary’s findings, the 
disposition of comments, and 
conditions of approval of the Montana 
program can be found in the April 1, 
1980, Federal Register (45 FR 21560). 
Subsequent actions concerning the 
Montana program and program 
amendments can be foimd at 30 CFR 
926.15 and 926.16. 

II. Discussion of the Proposed 
Amendment 

By letter dated October 19,1992 
(Administrative Record No. MT-9-01), 
Montana submitted a proposed 
amendment to its program pursuant to 
SMCRA. Montana submitted the 
proposed amendment in response to a 
30 CFR part 732 notification, dated 
March 29,1990. This notification 
informed Montana that its definition of 
“Iplrospecting,” at Montana Code 
Annotated (MCA) 82-4-203(26), when 
applied to lands designated unsuitable 
for mining, was less effective than the 
Federal definition of “coal exploration** 
at 30 CFR 701.5. 

The proposed program amendment 
consists of a legislative revision to the 
statutory definition. The revision adds 
to the definition now language 
specifying that the collection of surface 
or subsurface geologic, chemical, 
environmental, and other data, when 
conducted on areas designated as 
^suitable for mining, is included in the 
definition of “[plrospecting.** As 
revised, the statutory definition would 
include the removal of overburden, core 

k ^^®* of roads, or any 

other disturbance of the surface for the 
purpc^ of determining the location, 
quantity, or quality of a natural mineral 


deposit and, on areas designated 
unsuitable for coal mining pursuant to 
82—4—227 and 82—4—228, the gathering 
of surface or subsurface geologic, 
physical, or chemical data by mapping, 
trenching, geophysical, or other 
techniques necessary to determine the 
quality euid quantity of overburden and 
coal in an area and the gathering of 
environmental data to establish the 
conditions of an area before beginning 
strip- or underground-coal-mining and 
reclamation operations under this part. 

Ill. Public Comment Procedures 

In accordance with the provisions of 
30 CFR 732.17(h). OSM is seeking 
comments on whether the proposed 
amendment satisfies the applicable 
program approval criteria of 30 CFR 
732.15. If the amendment is deemed 
adequate, it will become part of the 
Montana program. 

Written Comments 

Written comments should be specific, 
pertain only to the issue proposed in 
this rulemaking, and include 
explanations in support of the 
commenter’s recommendations. 
Commeixts received after the time 
indicated under “DATES** or at locations 
other than OSM*s Casper Field Office 
will not necessarily be considered in the 
final rulemaking or included in the 
administrative record. 

Public Hearing 

Persons wishing to testify at the 
public hearing should contact the 
person listed imder “FOR FURTHER 
INFORMATION CONTACT** by 4 p.m., m.s.t. 
December 29,1992. The location and 
time of the hearing will be arranged 
with those persons requesting the 
hearing. If no one requests an 
opportunity to testify at the public 
hearing, the hearing will not be held. 

Filing of a written statement at the 
time of the hearing is requested as it 
will greatly assist the transcriber. 
Submission of written statements in 
advance of the hearing will allow OSM 
officials to prepare adequate responses 
and appropriate questions. 

The public hearing will continue on 
the specified date imtil all persons 
scheduled to comment have been heard. 
Persons in the audience who have not 
been scheduled to testify, and who wish 
to do so, will be heard following those 
who have been scheduled. The hearing 
will end after all persons scheduled to 
testify and persons present in the 
audience who wish to testify have been 
heard. 


Public Meeting 

If only one person requests an 
opportimity to testify at a hearing, a 
ublic meeting, rather than a public 
earing, may be held. Persons wishing 
to meet with OSM representatives to 
discuss the proposed amendment may 
request a meeting at the OSM office 
listed under **FOR FURTHER »4FORMATX)N 
CONTACT.** All such meetings will be 
open to the public and, if possible, 
notices of meetings will be posted at the 
locations listed under **ADDRESSES.** A 
written summary of each meeting will 
be made a part of the administrative 
record. 

IV. Procedural Determinations 

Compliance With Executive Order 
12291 

On July 12,1992. the Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) grantei 
OSM an exemption from sections 3, 4, 

7, and 8 of Executive Order 12291 
(Reduction of Regulatory Burden) for 
actions related to approval or 
conditional approval of State regulatory 
programs, actions, and program 
amendments. Accordingly, preparation 
of a regulatory impact analysis is not 
necessary and OMB regulatory review is 
not required. 

Compliance With Executive Order 
12778 

The Department of the Interior has 
conducted the reviews required by 
section 2 of E.0.12778 and has 
determined that this rule meets the 
applicable standards of subsections (a) 
and (b) of that section. However, these 
standards are not applicable to the 
actual language of State regulatory 
programs and program amendments 
since each such program is drafted and 
promulgated by a specific State, not by 
OSM. Under sections 503 and 505 of 
SMCRA (30 U.S.C. 1253 and 1255) and 
30 CFR 730.11, 732.15, and 
732.17(h)(10), decisions on proposed 
State regulatory programs and program 
amendments submitted by the States 
must be based solely on a determination 
of whether the submittal is consistent 
with SMCRA and its implementing 
Federal regulations and whether the 
requirements of 30 CFR parts 730, 731, 
and 732 have been met. 

Compliance With the National 
Environmental Policy Act 

No environmental impact statement is 
required for this rule since section 
702(d) of SMCRA (30 U.S.C. 1292(d)) 
provides that agency decisions on 
proposed State regulatory program 
provisions do not constitute major 
Federal actions within the meaning of 
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soction 102(2)(C) of the National 
Environment^ Policy Act. 42 U.S.C. 
4332(2J(C). 

Compliance With the Paperwork 
Beduction Act 

Tliis rule does not contain 
information collection requirements that 
require approval by OMB under the 
Paperwork Reduction Act, 44 U.S.C. 
3507 et seq. 

Compliance with the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act 

The Department of the Interior has 
determined that this rule will not have 
a significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities 
under the Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 
U.S.C. 601 et seq,). The State submittal 
which is the subject of this rule, is based 
upon Federal regulations for which an 
economic analysis was prepared and 
certihcation made that such regulations 
would not have a significant economic 
effect upon a substantial number of 
small entities. Hence, this rule will 
ensure that existing requirements 
previously promulgated by OSM will be 
implement^ by the State. In making the 
determination as to whether this rule 
would have a significant economic 
impact, the Department relied upon the 
data and assumptions for the 
counterpart Federal regulations. 

List of Subjects in 30 CFR Part 926 

Intergovernmental relations, Surface 
mining. Underground mining. 

Dated; October 23,1992. 

Raymond L. Lowrie, 

Assistant Director, Western Support Center. 
(FR Doc. 92-29695 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am] 
B4LUMQ COOE 4S1O-0S-M 


ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

40 CFR Part 52 

[Region II Docket No. 114; FRL 4544-4] 

Approval and Promulgation of 
Im^amantation Plana; New York State 
Implementation Plan Revlalon 

AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency. 

ACTION: Proposed rule. 

SUMMARY: The Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) is proposing to approve a 
revision to the New York State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) related to the 
control of volatile organic compounds. 
The SIP revision consists of a new part 
236, “S)mthetic Organic Chemical 
Manufacturing Facility Component 


Leaks'* * and an amended part 200, 
“General Provisions” of title 6 of the 
New York Code of Rules and 
Regulations. These revisions correct 
deficiencies in New York's SIP, as 
required by the Clean Air Act (CAA) as 
amended in 1990. New York was 
required to make these corrections 
pursuant to a SIP call issued in 1988 
and pursuant to section 182(a)(2)(A) of 
the CAA. EPA has evaluated these 
regulations and proposes approval of 
part 200 and part 236 under section 
110(k)(3) as meeting the requirements of 
Section 110(a) and part D of the CAA. 
DATES: Comments must be received on 
or before January 13,1993. 

ADDRESSES: All conunents should be 
addressed to: Constantine Sidamon- 
Eristoff, Regional Administrator, 
Environmental Protection Agency. 
Region II Office, 26 Federal Plaza. New 
York, New York 10278. 

Copies of the state submittal are 
available at the following addresses for 
inspection during normal business 
hours: 

Environmental Protection Agency. 
Region II Office, Air Programs Branch, 
26 Federal Plaza, room 1034A, New 
York, New York 10278. 

New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation, Division 
of Air Resources. 50 Wolf Road, 
Albany, New York 12233. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
William S. Baker, Chief, Air Programs 
Branch. Environmental Protection 
Agency, 26 Federal Plaza, room 1034A, 
New York. New York 10278. (212) 264- 
2517. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Background 

Pursuant to the 1970 Clean Air Act. 
the New York City Metropolitan area 
(NYCMA) which is comprised of New 
York Qty, Nassau, Suffolk, Westchester 
‘ and Rocldand counties was designated 
nonattainment for ozone and required to 
submit a SIP which would attain the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standard 
(NAAQS) for ozone, by December 31, 
1982. New York requested the EPA 
granted an extension of the attainment 
date to December 31,1987. 

On May 26,1988, EPA informed the 
Governor of New York that the SIP for 
the NYCMA was substantially 
inadequate to attain the NAAQS for 
ozone and carbon monoxide. A follow¬ 
up letter of June 14,1988, to the New 
York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) 
contained the basis for this finding of 
SIP inadequacy and identified both the 
specific deficiencies in New York’s 
existing regulations and regulations that 


New York had committed to develop 
but did not. 

On November 15,1990 amendments 
to the Clean Air Act were enacted. 
Public Uw 101-549,104 Stat. 2399. 
codified at 42 U.S.C. 7401-7671q 
(Amendments). In amended section 
182(a)(2)(A), Congress requires that 
ozone nonattainment areas fix their 
deficient reasonably available control 
technology (RACT) rules for ozone. 
Areas that were designated 
nonattainment of the NAAQS before 
enactment of the Amendments and that 
were classified as marginal or worse as 
of enactment, are required to correct any 
deficiencies to its RACTT rules. Section 
182(a)(2)(A) establishes a May 15.1991 
deadline for correcting RACT as it was 
required under pre-amended section 
172(b) as that requirement was 
interpreted in pre-amendment 
guidance.' The SIP call letters 
interpreted that guidance and indicated 
corrections necessary for specific 
nonattainment areas. The NYCMA 
nonattainment area is classified as 
severe.* Therefore, this area is subject to 
the RACT fix-up requirement and the 
M^ 15,1991 deadline. 

(Jn December 19,1990 EPA sent a 
letter to the Governor of New York 
identifying a number of activities that 
the CAA required in the near term. The 
specific problems were identified in a 
Jemuary 30,1991 letter to the NYSDEC. 

The most significant problems EPA 
identified with the SEP were the failure 
to develop a control measure regulating 
the detection and repair of component 
leaks at synthetic organic chemical 
manufacturing (SOOdI) facilities, an 
inadequate definition of volatile organic 
compound (VOC) and inadequate 
emission limitations for certain surface 
coatings. This SIP revision addresses the 
missing control measure for SOCMI 
facilities and the inadequate definition 
of VOC. 

State Submittals 

On January 8, 1992, NYSDEC 
submitted to EPA a request to revise its 
SDP. The revisions consisted of a new 
part 236, “Synthetic Organic Chemical 
Manufacturing Facility Component 
Leaks’’ and an amended part 200, 


' Among other things, the pre-amendment 
guidance consists of: Tlse Post-a7 policy, 52 FR 
45044 (November 24.1987); the Bluebook. “Issues 
Relating to VOC Regulation Cutpointa. r^ndenciei 
and Deviations. Clarification to Appendix D of 
November 24,1987 Federal Register Notice” (of 
which notice of availability was published in the 
Federal Register on May 25.1988): and the existing 
CTGs. 

* NYCMA retained its designation of 
nonattainment and was classified by operation ol 
law pursuant to section 107(d) and 101(a) ujwn 
enactment of the Amendments (56 FR 58694) 
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“General Provisions** of title 6 of the 
New York Code of Rules and 
Regulations. These revisions address 
only the deficiencies which EPA 
identified with those regulations. Now 
York had adopted both of these 
regulations on December 31,1991. A 
summary of EPA*s review and findings 
concerning these regulations follows. 

Part 236 

Part 236 regulates the monitoring and 
repair of leaks at SOCMI facilities. It 
requires SOCMI facilities to monitor 
components for leaks every three 
months. With NYSDEC approval, 
components that are unsafe to monitor 
may be monitored on an annual basis. 
Once a leak has been detected it must 
be repaired within fifteen days, unless 
repair would require shutting down the 
process unit. It this case, repair may be 
delayed until the next process unit 
shutdown. 

Test methods for detecting leaks are 
specified. SOCMI facility operators are 
also required to maintain records of the 
monitoring of all components and the 
repair of all identified leaks. In addition, 
quarterly reports must be submitted to 
the NYSDEC. 

Exemptions are allowed for 
components not in gas/vapor or light 
liquid service, components in vacuum 
service, components in process units 
which only produce the regulated 
compounds as byproducts and 
components in service fewer than 300 
hours a year. These exemptions are 
consistent with EPA policy and 
guidance. 

Section 236.6(e)(3) allows NYSDEC to 
accept the use of alternative methods of 
compliance if a source can demonstrate 
that the methods utilized constitute 
RACT. NYSDEC has agreed that for 
purposes of being federally enforceable 
it will submit any alternate 
requirements to EPA for approval. EPA 
will not recognize any alternate 
requirement until it is approved by EPA. 
Approval of a variance request will 
involve a case-by-case review that will 
be based on the effect of the proposed 
variance on air quality and on the 
ability of a facility to comply with the 
existing relation. 

Because^A believes that part 236 
meets the RACT requirements for 
SOCMI sources, EPA is proposing to 
approve part 236. 

Part 200 

ReW^d part 200 contains several new 
definitions and revisions of several 
other definitions. In addition, it lists the 
federal new source performance 
standwds (NSPS), and the national 
emission standards for hazardous air 


pollutants (NESHAPS) that EPA has 
delegated I^SDEC the authority to 
implement. 

The definitions that have been added 
to part 200 are: Mimicipal solid waste, 
municipal solid waste incineration 
facility, nonreactive volatiles, 
nonvolatile material and PMIO. 

The definitions that have been revised 
are: Air cleaning installation, emission, 
emission rate potential, facility, 
incinerator, maximum operating heat 
input, modification, process, refuse, 
standard conditions and volatile organic 
compound (VCX3). 

The definition of maximum operating 
heat input in $ 200.1(gg) was changed to 
reflect New York*8 practice of specifying 
the maximum operating heat input as 
the permissible operating limit on 
permits to construct or certificates to 
operate. This practice was established 
by an April 27,1983 letter from the Air 
Director of NYSDEC and will now be 
incorporated into the SIP. 

The definition of V(X) in 
§ 200.1(mmm) was changed to reflect 
EPA*s definition of VOC (40 CFR 
51.100(s)). Instead of using vapor 
pressure limits as a means of defining 
VOC, it now is defined as an organic 
compound which participates in 
atmospheric photochemical reactions. 
New York’s revised definition of VOC 
allows sources to measure VOC*s either 
by EPA approved test methods in 
appendix A of title 40 Code of Federal 
Regulations part 60 or by an alternative 
method acceptable to the NYSDEC on 
the basis of a demonstration that it is as 
accurate as the appendix A method. The 
ability to use alternate test methods is 
needed for the rare instances when 
standard test methods cannot be used. 
NYSDEC has agreed that for purposes of 
being federally enforceable it will 
submit these alternate test methods to 
EPA for approval. EPA will not 
recognize any alternate test method 
until it is approved by EPA. Approval 
of an alternative test method will be 
based on a case-by-case review that 
involves the comparison of the 
proposed test method and the EPA 
method and on the ability of a facility 
to comply with the existing regulation. 

The definition of nonvolatile material 
in § 200.1(oo) also allows for the use of 
alternative test methods. For the reasons 
explained above, NYSDEC has agreed 
that for purposes of being federally 
enforceable it will submit these 
alternate test methods to EPA for 
approval. 

Section 200.10 lists the NSPS and 
NESHAPS that EPA has delegated to 
NYSDEC. This section is for 
informational purposes only and is not 
part of the SIP. The official list of 


NSPS’s delegated to NYSDEC appear in 
40 CFR part 60.4(f!)(l) and the 
NESHAPS are officially delegated to 
NYSDEC throu^ Federal Regialer 
notices. Since ^s section is not part of 
the SIP, EPA is not granting either an 
approval or a disapproval of this 
se^on. EPA notes nere that this section 
lists a number of NSPS and NESHAPS 
that have not been delegated to 
NYSDEC. At this time, EPA has not 
delegated to NYSDEC the following 
NSPS that are listed in table 1 of part 
200 .10: 40 CFR 60 subpart Db 
Industrial-Commercial-Institutional 
Steam Generating Units, 40 CFR 60 
subpart Kb, Volable Organic Liquid 
Storage Vess els C onstructed after July 
23,1084; 40 CFR 60 subpart Na, 
Secondary Emissions firom Basic 
Oxygen Processes Steelmaking 
Facilities; 40 CFR 60 subpart BBB, 
Rubber Tire Manufacturing and 40 CFR 
part 60 subpart TTT, Surface Coating of 
Plastic Parts for Business Machines. 

EPA has also not delegated the 
following NESHAPS, listed in table 2 of 
part 200.10: 40 CFR part 61 subpart O, 
Arsenic from Primary Copper Smelters 
and 40 CFR part 61 subpart P, Arsenic 
from Metallic Arsenic Ifroduction. EPA 
retains primary authority to implement 
the above standards. Therefore, sources 
subject to the above standards must 
make any required submissions to the 
EPA Region n office. Spwific 
requirements for the individual NSPS 
and NESHAPS can also be found in 
current volumes of the CFR. All of the 
other NSPS and NESHAPS listed in 
tables 1 and 2, respectively, of part 
200.10 have been delegated to NYSDEC. 

EPA is proposing to approve part 200. 

Conclusion 

EPA is proposing approval of parts 
200 and 236 because they are consistent 
with EPA policy and guidance and 
therefore ^A believes they meet the 
RACT requirements of section 
182(a)(2)(A). 

Nothing in this action should be 
construed as permitting or allowing or 
establishing a precedent for any future 
request for revision to any state 
implementation plan. Each request for 
revision to the state implementation 
plan shall be considered separately in 
light of specific technical, economic, 
and environmental factors and in 
relation to relevant statutory and 
regulatory requirements. 

under the Regulatory Flexibility Act, 
5 U.S.C. 600 et seq., EPA must prepare 
a regulatory flexibility analysis 
assessing the impact of any proposed or 
final rule on small entities. 5 U.S.C. 603 
and 604. Alternatively, EPA may certify 
that the rule will not have a significant 
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impact on a substantial number of small 
entities. Small entities include small 
businesses, small not-for-profit 
enterprises, and government entities 
with jurisdiction over populations of 
less than 50,000 

SIP approvals under section 110 and 
subchapter I, part D of the CAA do not 
create any new requirements, but 
simply approve requirements that the 
State is already imposing. Therefore, 
because the federal SIP-approval does 
not impose any new requirements, I 
certify that it does not have a significant 
impact on any small entities affected. 
Moreover, due to the nature of the 
federal-state relationship under the 
CAA, preparation of a regulatory 
flexibility analysis would constitute 
federal inquiiy» into the economic 
reasonableness of state action. The CAA 
forbids EPA to base its actions 
concerning SBPs on such grounds. 

Union Electric Co. v. US EPA, 427 US 
246, 256-66 (S.Q. 1976); 42 U.S.C. 
7410(a)(2). 

The Office of Management and Budget 
has exempted this rule from the 
requirements of section 3 of Executive 
Order 12291. 

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 52 

Air pollution control. Hydrocarbons, 
Incorporation by reference. 
Intergovernmental relations, Ozone, 
Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements. Volatile organic 
compounds. 

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 7401-7671q. 

Dated: September 29,1992. 

Constantine Sidamon-Eristoff, 

Regional Administrator. 

(FR Doc. 92-30292 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am] 
BiLUNG CODE 6660-a0-4l 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES 

Health Care Financing Administration 

42 CFR Parts 417 and 434 

Office of Inspector General 

42 CFR Part 1003 
[OCC-4)24-PJ 
RIN 093S-AF74 

Medicare and Medicaid Programs; 
Requirements for Physician incentive 
Plans in Prepaid Health Care 
Organizations 

AGENCY: Health Care Financing 
Administration (HCFA), HHS. Office of 
Inspector General (OIG), HHS. 

ACTON: Proposed rule. 


SUMMARY: This proposed rule would 
amend the regulations governing 
Federally-qualified health maintenance 
organizations (HMOs) and competitive 
m^ical plans (CMPs) contracting with 
the Medicare program, and certain 
HMOs and health insuring organizations 
(HIOs) contracting with the Medicaid 
program, by implementing requirements 
in sections 4204(a) and 4731 of the 
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 
1990 concerning physician incentive 
plans. 

DATES: Written comments will be 
considered if we receive them at the 
appropriate address, as provided below, 
no later than 5 p.m. on February 12. 
1993. 

ADDRESSES: Mail comments to the 
following address: 

Health Care Financing Administration, 
Department of Health and Human 
Services. Attention: OCO-024-P. P.O. 
Box 26676, Baltimore, Maryland 
21207. 

If you prefer, you may deliver your 
written comments to one of the 
following addresses: 

Room 309-G, Hubert H. Humphrey 
Building, 200 Independence Avenue, 
SW., Washington, DC 20201 or 
Room 132, East High Rise Building, 

6325 Security Boulevard, Baltimore, 
Maryland 21207. 

Due to staffing and resource 
limitations, we cannot accept comments 
by facsimile (FAX) transmission. In 
commenting, please refer to file code 
OCC-024-P. Written comments 
received timely will be available for 
public inspection as they are received, 
beginning approximately three weeks 
after publication of this document, in 
Room 309-G of the Departmenfs offices 
at 200 Independence Avenue, SW., 
Washington, DC, on Monday through 
Friday of each week from 8:30 a.m. to 
5 p.m. (phone: 202-690-7890). 

Organizations and individuals 
desiring to submit comments on the 
reporting requirements discussed under 
the section on “Collection of 
Information Requirements’* of this 
preamble should direct them to the 
Health Care Financing Administration 
at one of the addresses cited above, and 
to the Office of Information and 
Regulatory Affairs, Attention: Allison 
Herron Edyt, Office of Management and 
Budget, New Executive Office Building 
(Room 3001), Washington. DC, 20503. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Medicare: Parashar Patel, (202) 619- 
3166. 

Medicaid: Ann Page. (410) 966-5364. 
Office of Inspector (General: Zeno St. 

Cyr, n. (202) 619-3270. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

L Background 

A. Introduction 

Prepaid health care organizations, 
such as health maintenance 
organizations (HMOs), competitive 
m^ical plans (CMPs), and health 
insuring organizations (HIOs), are 
entities that provide enrollees with 
comprehensive, coordinated health care 
in a cost-efficient manner. The goal of 
prepaid health care delivery is to 
control health care costs through 
preventive care and care management 
and provide enrollees with affordable, 
coordinated, quality health care 
services. Titles XVni and XIX of the 
Social Security Act (the Act) authorize 
contracts with prepaid health care 
organizations for the provision of 
covered health services to Medicare 
beneficiaries and Medicaid recipients. 
Such organizations may contract under 
either a risk-based or cost-reimbursed 
contract. 

B. Medicare 

Section 1876 of the Act authorizes the 
Secretary to enter into contracts with 
eligible organizations (HMOs that have 
been Federally qualified under section 
1310(d) of the Public Health Service 
Act, and CMPs that meet the 
requirements of section 1876(b)(2) of the 
Act) to provide Medicare-covered 
services to beneficiaries, and specifies 
the requirements to be met by the 
organizations. Section 1876 of the Act 
also provides for Medicare payment at 
predetermined rates to eligible 
organizations that have entered into 
risk-based contracts under Medicare, or 
for payment of reasonable costs to 
eligible oiganizations that have entered 
into cost-reimbursed contracts. 
Implementing Federal regulations for 
the organization and operation of 
Medicare prepaid health care 
organizations, contract requirements, 
and conditions for payment are located 
at 42 CFR 417.400-417.694. 

Risk-based organizations are paid a 
prospectively-determined per capita 
monthly payment for each Medicare 
beneficiary enrolled in the oiganization. 
This capitated payment is the projected 
actuarial equivalence of 95 percent of 
what Medicare would have paid for the 
Medicarie beneficiaries if they had 
received services from a fee-for-service 
Medicare provider or supplier. 
Organizations paid on a risk basis are 
liable for any difference between the 
Medicare prepaid amounts and the 
actual costs they incur for providing 
services, and are therefore “at risk.’ 











Fedend Register / Vol. 57, No. 240 / Monday, December 14, 1992 / Proposed Rules 


59025 


Cost-reimbursed organizations are 
paid monthly interim per capita 
payments that are bas^ on a budget. 
Later, a retrospective cost settlement 
occurs to determine the reasonable costs 
actually incurred by the organization for 
the covered services it furnished to its 
Medicare enroUees. 

C. Medicaid 

Section 1903(m) of the Act specihes 
requirements that must be met for States 
to receive Federal financial 
participation (FFP) for their contracts 
with organizations (HMOs or HIOs) to 
provide specific arrays of services 
(“compreiiensive services*') on a risk 
basis, either directly or through 
arrangements. Federal implementing 
regulations for these contract 
requirements and conditions for 
payment are located at 42 CFR part 434. 

States determine the per capita 
monthly rates that are to be paid to risk- 
based organizations. FFP is available for 
these payments at the matching rate 
applicable in the State as long as we 
determine that: (1) the HMO or HIO 
rates are actuarially soimd; (2).the rates 
do not exceed the cost of providing the 
same scope of services on a fee-for- 
service basis, to an actuarially 
equivalent non-enrolled population 
group; and (3) the contract meets the 
additional requirements at 42 CFR part 
434 and 45 CFR part 74. 


n. Legislative History 

Section 9313(c) of the Omnibus 
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1986 
(OBRA *86), Pub. L. 99-509, enacted 
statutory language prohibiting hospitals 
and prepaid health care organi^tions 
with Medicare or Medicaid risk 
contracts from knowingly making 
incentive payments to a physician as an 
inducement to reduce or limit services 
to Medicare beneficiaries or Medicaid 
recipients. Under OBRA *86, parties 
who knowingly made or accepted such 
payments w^ould have been subject to 
specified dvil money penalties. OBRA 
’86 also required that the Secretary 
report on incentive arrangements in 
HMOs and CMPs. 

The original implementation date for 
the OBRA *88 physician incentive 
provisions applicable to prepaid health 
care organizations was April 1,1989. 
This date was extended by section 4016 
or the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation 
Act of 1987 (OBRA ’87), Pub. I.. 100- 
i?^’ 1980. Section 6207 of 

the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act 
of 1989 (OBRA ’89), Pub. L. 101-239, 
wrtber extended the date to April 1, 
IMl. Sections 4204(a) and 4731 of the 
^nibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 
1990 (OBRA '90), Pub. L. 101-508, 


repealed the prohibition of all physician 
incentive plans in prepaid health care 
organizations and enacted requirements 
for regulating these plans. 

Specifically, section 4204(a)(1) of 
OBRA *90 amended section 187^i) of 
the Act to list these requirements, which 
are that prepaid health care 
organizations must: 

• Not operate a physician incentive 
plan that Erectly or indirectly makes 
specific payments to a physician or 
physician ^oup as an inducement to 
limit or reduce medically necessary 
services to a specific individual enrolled 
with the organization; 

• Disclose to HCFA their physician 
incentive plan arrangements in such 
detail as to allow HC7A to determine 
compliance of the arrangements with 
Departmental regulations; and 

• In instances where a physician 
incentive plan places a physician or 
physician group at “substantial 
financial risk** (as defined by the 
Secretary) for services not provided 
directly, provide the physicians or 
physician groups with adequate and 
appropriate stop-loss protection (under 
standards determined by the Secretary), 
and conduct surveys of currently and 
previously enrolled members to assess 
the degree of access to services and the 
satisfaction with the quality of services. 

Each Medicare risk and cost contract 
must provide that the organization may 
not operate a physician incentive plan 
that does not meet the requirements 
stated above. Section 4731 of OBRA *90 
enacted similar provisions for the 
Medicaid program by amending sections 
1903(m)(2)(A) and 1903(m)(5)(A) of the 
Act. 

In addition, sections 4204(a)(2) and 
4731(b)(2) of OBRA *90 add^ violations 
of the above requirements to the list of 
violations in sections 1876(iM6) and 
1903{m)(5) of the Act that could subject 
an HMO, CMP, or HIO to intermediate 
sanctions and civil money penalties. 

(On July 22,1991, we published a 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) 
that described these intermediate 
sanctions and civil money penalties (see 
56 FR 33403). For clarity and 
consistency, we are republishing certain 
sections of the regulations that were 
proposed in the July 22 NPRM because 
we ere proposing to revise those 
regulations to incorporate the penalty 
provisions of this proposed rule. See 
Section V. of this preamble, Revisions to 
the Regulations, for the specific sections 
that are being republished). 

Cl. Discussion of Physician Incentive 
Plans 

Effective utilization control that 
identifies both under- and over¬ 


utilization is essential for the efficient 
operation of prepaid health care 
organizations. A prepaid health care 
organization nee^ to minimi^ over¬ 
utilization of services not only to 
prevent unnecessary spending, but also 
to reduce the risk of unnecessary and 
intrusive procedures. However, a 
prepaid health care organization also 
needs to assure that all medically 
necessary services are provided to 
protect patient health and to prevent 
more costly care later. In addition, if a 
prepaid health care organization 
inappropriately limits care, the 
organization may be risking its 
reputation and jec^ardizing its ability to 
compete in the marketplace. Althou^ 
professional ethics, risk of malpractice 
liability, and market competition help 
ensure proper utilization of services. 
Medicare and Medicaid require both 
cost-reimbursed and risk organizations 
to have internal quality assurance 
programs, external quality review or 
medical audits, and other mechanisms 
to ensure proper delivery of health care 
services. Medicare and Medicaid 
contracts also are subject to periodic 
monitoring for compliance. In addition, 
the July 22,1991, NPRM on dvil money 
penalties and intermediate sanctions 
provides for sanctions that may be 
imposed when an HMO or CNff fails 
substantially to provide medically 
necessary services. 

One mechanism many prepaid health 
care organizations use to encourage 
proper utilization is a financial 
incentive as part of a physidan 
incentive plan. OBRA ‘90 defines a 
physidan incentive plan as any 
compensation arrangement between an 
eligible organization and a physidan or 
physidan group that may directly or 
Indirectly have the effect of reducing or 
limiting services provided with respect 
to individuals enrolled with the 
organization. 

A review and analysis of physidan 
incentive plans in a sample of IDdOs 
w^as conducted and presented in 
DHHS*s 1990 Report to the Congress, 
“Incentive Arrangements Ofer^ by 
Health Maintenance Organizations and 
Competitive Medical Plans to 
Physidans.** The results showed a wide 
v ariety of incentive plans. There were 
differences in the types of incentive 
payments, the distribution of incentives, 
the basis for determining the incentive 
pa 3 rments, and the parties or entities the 
incentives affected. This wide variety of 
physidan incentive plans make it 
difficult to develop regulations that will 
apply to all arrangements. However, 
despite the difierences, the Repcurt 
examined several broad categories of 
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incentive arrangements, which we have 
considered in developing this proposal. 

Physicians in prepmd health care 
organizations generally receive fee-for- 
service payments, salaury, or capitation 
payments (a set dollar amount per 
patient) for the services they provide. 
Financial incentives may be used with 
the various types of physician pa>mients 
to encourage appropriate levels of 
referral services. Referral services are 
any specialty, inpatient, outpatient, or 
laboratory services that a physician 
arranges but does not provide directly. 
Prepaid health care o]rgani 2 :ation 8 may 
hold physicians or physician groups at 
risk for all or a portion of the cost of 
referral services to that they have a 
financial incentive to arrange for the 
provision of only medically necessary 
services. If the physician or physician 
group successfully controls the levels of 
referral services, it may receive 
additional compensation (an incentive 
payment) from the prepaid health care 
organization. The incentive payment 
may take the form of unused capitation, 
a returned withhold, or a bonus 
payment. Each of these methods is 
described below. 

A capitation payment is a set dollar 
amount per patient per month that a 
prepaid health care organization pays to 
a physician or physician group to cover 
a specified sot of services, without 
regard to the actual number of services 
provided to each person. The capitation 
may cover the physician’s own services, 
referral services, or all medical services 
and/or administrative costs. If patient 
costs exceed the capitation amount, the 
physician must absorb these additional 
costs. If costs are below the capitation, 
the physician may keep the additional 
money. 

Withholds are percentages of 
payments or set dollar amounts that a 
prepaid health care organization 
deducts from each physician’s or 
physician group’s payment (salary, fees, 
or capitation). The amount withheld is 
set aside in pools to pay for specialty 
referral services and inpatient hospital 
services. The withhold is at risk because 
it may be used to pay for referral 
services. When referral costs exceed a 
repaid health care organization’s 
udget, part or all of the withhold may 
be forfeited depending on the terms of 
the physician’s contract. If referral costs 
do not exceed the ceiling, part or all of 
the withhold may be returned to the 
physician or physician group. Some 
plans limit the amount of the risk to the 
withhold; others hold the physician or 
physician group liable for amounts 
beyond the amount withheld. 

Withholds are most often used with fee- 
for-service or capitation payments. 


Bonuses are payments prepaid health 
care organizations make to a physician 
or physician group beyond the 
physician's set salary, fee-for-service 
payments, or capitation. Bonuses may 
be based on a physician’s or physician 
group’s level of referral services, or may 
be independent (e.g., based on the 
overall performance of the 
organization). This system is most often 
used for salaried physicians in staff 
model HMOs. 

If the physician or physician group 
has excessive referrals (as defined by the 
prepaid health care organization), it may 
not receive any incentive funds. In 
addition, the prepaid health care 
organization may hold the physician or 
physician group liable for referral costs 
that exceed a specified threshold. The 
prepaid health care organization may 
also increase the physician’s or 
physician group's withhold or make 
other changes in its incentive 
arrangements. 

Many physician incentive plans 
incorporate stop-loss protection to limit 
the liability of the physician or 
physician group. Most often, the stop- 
loss protection limits a physician’s 
maximum liability per patient to a 
specific dollar amount. For example, the 
organization may limit a physician’s 
liability to $5,000 per patient from his 
or her withhold fund, even if actual 
charges are higher. In some cases, 
prepaid health care organizations place 
an aggregate limit on the liability Ae 
physician could face. Instead of limiting 
liability to $5,000 per patient, the 
organization could limit total liability 
for all patients to $25,000. Stop-loss 
protection is particularly common with 
capitation arrangements. 

There are other variables that may 
affect the amount of risk or the impact 
of financial incentives on physicians. 

For example, incentive payments may 
be calculated according to each 
individual physician’s performance or 
by a physician group’s performmice. 

The size of the physician group will also 
impact the incentives. Performance may 
be evaluated over a long or short 
timeframe. The number of enrollees 
among whom the risk is spread and the 
amount of total income at risk vary. In 
addition, the relative health status of the 
patients involved increases risk if the 
enrollees are high utilizers, or may 
result in lower risk if the enrollees are 
healthier than the average enrollee. The 
percentage of the physician’s practice 
that is made up of HMO/CMP/HIO 
patients, as opposed to fee-for-service 
patients, is also pertinent. 


IV. Proyisions of the Ph3rtician 
Incentive Plan Requirements 

Section 9313(c) of OBRA ’86 
prohibited prepaid health care 
organizations with Medicare or 
Medicaid risk contracts from knowingly 
making incentive payments to a 

E hysician as an inducement to reduce or 
mit services to Medicare beneficiaries 
or Medicaid recipients. However, 
research conducted by DHHS, 
subsequent to the OBRA ’86 prohibition, 
failed to find a link between the quality 
of care provided under the Medicare 
and Medicaid programs and the 
structure of physician incentive plans. 
Similarly, other researchers have found 
no linkage. Despite the lack of evidence, 
however, various media sources have 
alluded to quality problems related to 
physician incentive payments. 

Sections 4204(a) and 4731 of OBRA 
’90 repealed the OBRA ’86 prohibition 
of physician incentive plans in HMOs 
and, instead, required that physician 
incentive plans be regulated. To 
implement this legislation for Medicare, 
we are proposing to impose a new 
contract requirement pertaining to 
physician incentive plans. For 
Medicaid, we are proposing new 
requirements for the granting of FFP for 
State Medicaid agency contracts with 
HMOs and HIOs. These requirements 
address: 

• The scope of the regulation; 

• Disclosure requirements; 

• Criteria for the determination of 
substantial financial risk; 

• Requirements for physician 
incentive plans that place physicians at 
substantial financial risk; 

• Prohibitions on certain physician 
payments; and 
• Penalties. 

Each category of requirements is 
discussed individually below. 

We are proposing regulations, as 
required by OBRA ’90, and after 
extensive consultation with the HMO 
industry, which wo believe establish 
risk thresholds that are within the 
bounds of current industry practices 
and do not unduly restrict prepaid 
health care organizations’ operational 
flexibility. However, if new information 
regarding the influence of various 
elements of physician incentive plans 
becomes available, we will evaluate it to 
determine if the approach in our 
proposed regulations should be 
reconsidered. 

A. Scope 

These proposed regulations apply to 
all Medicare- or Medicaid-contracting 
HMOs, CMPs, and HIQs with physidan 
incentive plans. A physician incentive 
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plan is any compensation arrangement 
between an HMO, CMP, or HIO and a 
physician or a physician group that may 
directly or indire^y have the effect of 
limiting or reducing services provided 
to enrollees. 

We are proposing to apply these 
requirements only to physician 
incentive plans that base incentive 
payments (in whole or in part) on 
services provided to Medicare 
beneficiaries or Medicaid recipients. We 
are proposing to limit the scope of the 
requirements based on the fact that 
sections 4204(a)(2) and 4731 of OBRA 
'90 amended sections 1876 and 1903(m) 
of the Act, which govern Medicare and 
Medicaid contracts, but did not amend 
title Xin of the Public Health Service 
Act, which governs all Federally- 
qualified HMOs. In addition, violations 
of the physician incentive plan 
requirements may result in civil money 
penalties and/or intermediate sanctions 
which only affect a plan's payment for, 
or ability to enroll Medicare 
beneficiaries or Medicaid recipients. We 
believe that these facts, taken together, 
reflect Congressional intent that this 
legislation apply only to Medicare and 
Medicaid enrollees of prepaid health 
care organizations. 

We considered making these 
proposed regulations applicable to all 
physician incentive arrangements in 
HMOs, CMPs, and HIOs (including 
arrangements that affected only 
commercial enrollees), instead of 
limiting it to arrangements that affect 
only Medicare beneficiaries and 
Medicaid recipients. The statutory 
language uses the term "individuals 
enrolled with the organization," which 
could be interpreted as all of an 
organization’s enrollees, not just 
Medicare or Medicaid enrollees as 
proposed in this rule. We are 
specifically seeking comments regarding 
the proposed scope of the regulations. 

B. Disclosure 

We are proposing that an HMO. CMP 
or HIO disclose to HCFA (for Medicare) 
or to the State Medicaid agency (for 
Medicaid) sufficient information on 
physician incentive plans that affect 
Medicare beneficiaries or Medicaid 
recipients so that HCFA or States may 
uetermine whether the organization is 
in compliance with our proposed 
requirements. We are proposing that the 
organization submit the information— 

• When it applies for a contract; 

• When it applies for a service area 
expansion (for Medicare); 

• Thirty calendar days before a 
change in its incentive plan; or 


• Within 30 calendar days of a 
request by HCFA (for Medicare) or the 
State Medicaid agency (for Medicaid). 

In addition, we are proposing a one¬ 
time disclosure requirement. Inis one¬ 
time disclosure would require 
organizations that have Medicare or 
Medicaid contracts in effect when this 
proposal is published as a final rule to 
submit the required information within 
30 days from the effective date of the 
final rule. 

Under our proposed disclosure 
requirements, an organization must 
submit details about any incentive plan 
that affects Medicare beneficiaries or 
Medicaid recipients to HCFA (for 
Medicare) or to the Stale Medicaid 
agency (for Medicaid) so that these 
agencies may determine whether the 
plan meets all other proposed 
requirements for physician incentive 
plans. All organizations must submit 
sufficient information to determine 
whether the physician incentive plan 
includes the prohibited arrangements 
proposed at § 417.479(c) and whether 
the plan places physicians or physician 
groups at substantial financial risk, as 
defined in proposed § 417.479(d). 
Organizations that hold physicians or 
physician groups at substantial financial 
risk must also submit sufficient details 
regarding their enrollee surveys and 
stop-loss protection so that HCFA (for 
Medicare) or the State Medicaid agency 
(for Medicaid) can determine that they 
comply with the proposed standards. If 
HCFA or the State Medicaid agency 
determines that the information the 
organization supplies is insufficient, the 
organization will be required to supply 
additional information within 30 days 
of receipt of written notification. 

For Medicare contracting HMOs and 
CMPs, we considered reviewing the 
physician incentive plans only at the 
time of site visits, which HCFA 
conducts at least every 2 years. 

However, if a prepaid health care 
organization changed its physician 
incentive plan shortly after a site visit, 
wa may not learn of the new 
compensation arrangements for 2 years. 
Requiring disclosure of material 30 days 
before a change in the physician 
incentive plan will ensure that we have 
current information. It also will 
facilitate quick correction of plans if an 
organization is found out of compliance. 
Because HMOs and CMPs usually do 
not change their incentive plans more 
often than annually, we do not believe 
that this requirement will be unduly 
burdensome. 

We also considered not requiring 
submission of the physician incentive 
plan each time it was substantially 
changed. However, we believe that it is 


importaint to maintain current 
information on the incentive plans. We 
also believe that this requirement is 
consistent with Congressional intent 
that HCFA be appris^ of the specifics 
of an organization’s current physician 
incentive plans. 

C. Substantial Financial Risk 

We are proposing that a physician or 
physician group be considered to be at 
substantial financial risk if more than a 
specified percentage (the risk threshold) 
of the prepaid health care organization’s 
total potential payments to the 
physician or physician group is at risk, 
and the risk is based on the costs of 
services the physician or physician 
group does not provide (e.g., referrals to 
specialists or the costs of inpatient care) 
For purposes of determining substantial 
financial risk, we are defining payments 
as any amounts the organization pays 
physicians or physician groups for 
services they provide, plus amounts 
paid for administration and controlling 
levels or costs of referral services. 
Payments do not include bonuses or 
other forms of compensation that are not 
based on referral levels (such as bonuses 
based solely on quality of care provided, 
patient satisfaction, and overall plan 
performance). ^ 

"At risk" means amounts that a 
physician or physician group may or 
may not receive due to fectors other 
than the number of patients served (for 
capitated physicians), hotirs worked (for 
salaried pnysician), or services 
performed by the physician (for fee-for- 
service physicians). For example, an 
amount would be "at risk" if its receipt 
depended on the status of the |>ool for 
referral services at a specified time. 

Under this proposea rule, the risk 
threshold that determines substantial 
financial risk depends on the frequency 
with which the health plan assesses or 
distributes incentive payments. The risk 
threshold we are proposing for 
substential risk for prepaid health care 
organizations that assess or distribute 
incentive payments no more often than 
annually is 25 percent. The risk 
threshold we propose for prepaid health 
care organizations that assess or 
distribute incentive payments more 
often than annually is 15 percent. The 
term "assess" means.the final 
calculation of the incentive payment, 
after which further actions by the 
physician or physician group will not 
affect the incentive payment for the 
period being assess^. An incentive 
payment assessment does not include 
physician profiles or updates that 
inform providers of their performance 
under an incentive plan if the period 
being assessed has not expired. 
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Because physicians and physician 
groups voluntarily agree to participate 
in financial incentive arrangements, we 
are proposing an outlier approach in 
determining substantial financial risk. 
The DHHS Report to the Congress 
identified 25 percent and 30 percent as 
the upper ranges of withholds used 
under typical circumstances. In 
addition, the Group Health Association 
of America identified the median 
withhold percentage as 20 percent 
(GHAA Research Brief, Nov. 1987). 
Thus, our proposed rule establishes two 
thresholds for determining when 
substantial financial risk exists: (1) 25 
percent of physician or physician group 
payments mm prepaid nealth care 
organizations that assess or distribute 
incentive payments no more often than 
annually: and (2) 15 percent when the 
assessment or distribution occurs more 
often than on an annual b^is. Further, 
we believe that an outlier approach is 
appropriate since there is no evidence 
that conventional physician incentive 
plans (as discussed in DHHS's 1990 
Report to the Gongress) have reduced 
access or caused quality of care 
problems. 

It is also important to note that 
physician financial incentives do not 
work in isolation. There are other 
factors, such as the threat of 
malpractice, quality assurance 
programs, peer review, and professional 
ethics, that work in conjunction with 
financial incentive plans to ensure that 
the appropriate level of services is 
provided. 

1. Substantial Financial Risk When 
Incentive Payments are Assessed No 
More Than Annually 

We believe that allowing possible 
forfeiture of up to 25 percent of a 
physician’s or physician group’s 
payments (as defined in §417.479(b)) is 
reasonable for purposes of determining 
whether substantial financial risk exists 
when incentive payments are made no 
more often than annually. As stated in 
DHHS’s Report to the Gongress 
concerning physician incentive plans, a 
large proportion of physicians in fee-for- 
service have bad debts ranging from 10 
to 20 percent (i.e., bills never collected) • 
and many have voluntarily reduced 
their fees as much as 20 to 25 percent 
below their usual charges for selected 
patients. Therefore, financial incentive 
plans that place physicians or physician 
groups at risk for 25 percent of their 
payments firom prepaid health care 
organizations would appear to be of the 
same magnitude as the reduction in 
payments many physicians voluntarily 
accept in return for increased volume 
and protection against bad debt, and in 


response to marketplace competition. 
(See DHHS’s 1990 Report to the 
Congress, p. V-37.) 

The DHHS Report to the Gongress also 
noted that prepaid health care 
organization physicians may perceive 
withholds as di^ounts. The Import 
states that ”in many cases there is no 
expectation that more than some small 
proportion of the withhold will ever be 
paid. It can be argued that in these 
circumstances the withholds are in 
effect discounts . . .”. (See p. V~37) 

The withhold is often used to cover 
unanticipated expenses and is usually 
returned only if tnere are plan 
surpluses. 

Often, prepaid health care 
organizations use more than one type of 
compensation arrangement. If more than 
one type of arrangement is used, we will 
consider all the different risk 
arrangements placed on physicians or 
physician groups to determine whether 
they collectively exceed the 25-percent 
threshold. For example, if an 
organization’s payments included 
withholds and bonuses, physicians or 
physician groups would be at 
substantial financial risk if the 
combined withhold amoimts and 
potential bonuses comprised more than 
25 percent of their total potential 
payments from the plan. 

We would apply the 25-percent risk 
threshold as follows: 

a. Withholds —Withholds on 
payments to physicians or physician 
groups to cover referral services put 
them at substantial financial risk when: 

• The withholds are greater than 25 
percent of payments for services they 
provide directly and administrative 
costs; or 

• The withholds are 25 percent or 
less, but the physicians or physician 
groups are liable for amounts over the 
25^8rcent threshold. 

Inis would include withholds greater 
than 25 percent that an organization 
imposes because a physician repeatedly 
makes referrals for services that are not 
medically necessary. We emphasize, 
however, that physicians would only be 
considered to be at substantial financial 
risk if* they are at risk for services they 
do not provide. 

Example I: An organization’s annual 
payment to a physician for his or her 
services and administration total 
$100,000 and the organization 
withholds 25 percent (or $25,000) to 
cover deficits in the referral or inpatient 
hospital pool. The oiganization does not 
hold the physician li^le for referral 
costs that exceed the withhold. The 
physician is not at substantial financial 
risk because he or she was not at risk 
for more than 25 percent of payments. 


Example 2: An organization’s annual 
pa)rment8 to a physician total $100,000 
and the organi^tion imposes a 20- 
percent withhold ($20,000) for referrals. 
In addition, the organization holds the 
physician liable for up to $5,000 of any 
referral costs not covered by the 
withhold. The physician’s referrals total 
$35,000. That is, the physician’s referral 
costs exceed the witl:^old by $15,000. 
However, the organization does not hold 
its physicians li^le for amoimts over 25 
percent of their payments. Since the 
physician is not liable for amounts over 
25 percent of payments ($25,000), the 
physician is not at substantial financial 
risk. Had the organization held the 
physician liable for all amounts over the 
withhold (rather than limiting such 
liability to $5,000 for referral costs not 
included in the 20-percent withhold), 
the physician would have lost an 
additional $15,000 (or $10,000 more 
than the 25-perc8nt risk threshold), and 
would have been at “substantial 
financial risk’’ because the physician’s 
referral costs of $35,000 exceeded 25 
percent of payments. 

b. Bonuses —Bonuses are of concern 
only when they are based on levels of 
referral services arranged by physicians 
or physician groups. We believe that 
bonuses that represent a considerable 
portion of a physician’s payments from 
an organization potentially provide the 
same incentives to limit services as 
withholds. This is true particularly 
since many physicians do not expect to 
receive their withholds back, and 
perceive return of all or a portion of a 
withhold as a bonus. Therefore, we are 
proposing to treat bonuses based on 
levels of referral services comparable to 
withholds. 

Thus, we propose that substantial 
financial risk exists if bonuses represent 
an additional payment greater than 33 
percent of the total amount the 
organization would pay the physician or 
physician group for services provided 
directly and for administrative costs if 
the bonus was not paid. The effect of 
this limit is to ensure that no more than 
25 percent of a physician’s total 
potential income is contingent on the 
status of the referral pool at the end of 
a ^ecified period. 

Thus, this proposal consistently limits 
liability of physicians or physician 
groups for referral services to 25 percent 
of payments received from an 
organization. Similarly, it limits 
bonuses based on a physician’s or 
physician group’s referral levels. The 
objective is to treat compensation 
arrangements that are based on 
utilization factors similarly. To the 
extent that surpluses or deficits accrue 
in risk pools that cover referrals and 
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inpatient care, individuals subject to 
withholds and bonuses would be treated 
comparably in the distribution of the 
surpluses or deficits. Bonuses that are 
not based on utilization will be 
evaluated to determine if they meet the 
definition of a physician incentive plan 
as defined in section 4202(a) of OBRA 
'90. 

Example: An organization's annual 
payments to a physician total $75,000. 

If the physician does not exceed 
utilization targets for referral and 
inpatient hospital services, he or she is 
eligible for a $25,000 bonus (33 percent 
of $75,000). The physician is not at 
substantial financial risk because the 
bonus did not exceed 33 percent of 
payments. 

c. Combination Withhold and 
Bonuses —^We are proposing that, if a 
physician incentive plan consists of 
Doth withholds and onuses as 
incentives to provide appropriate 
utilization, the organization must ensure 
that no more than 25 percent of the total 
potential payments to the physicians or 
physician groups is contingent on the 
cost of referral services. Stated another 
way, the amoimt of the payment 
wi&out the withheld amount and the 
bonus must be at least 75 percent of the 
total amount of the payments, including 
the withhold and bonus. 

There are two methods by which an 
organization may determine the 
appropriate bonus for any given 
withhold. Both methods will result in 
the same withhold and bonus 
percentages. In the first method, the 
organization calculates the withhold's 
portion of 25 percent. Then, using the 
remaining percentage, the organization 
prorates Ae 33 percent allowed for the 
bonus. In the second method, the 
organization enters the withhold 
percentage in the following equation: 
(Withhold %) = -0.75(Bonus %) + 25%. 

Example: An organization withholds 
20 percent of its payments to a 
physician under a contract that provides 
for the return of withholds plus 
bonuses. It wants to calculate the 
maximum bonus. By method 1, the 
organization calculates that 20 percent 
is four-fifths of 25 percent. The 
organization prorates the 33 percent 
t^shold (1/5 X 33 percent) to calculate 
that it cannot give more than a 6.6- 
percent bonus without putting the 
physician at substantial financial risk. 

By method 2, the organization puts the 
withhold percentage in the equation: 

(20%). -0.75(Bonu8 %) 25%. This also 
calculates to be 6.6 percent. 

d. Capitation —^We are proposing that 
if an orgwization uses withholds or 
bonuses in conjunction with capitation 


payments that cover the costs of services 
provided directly and administrative 
costs, the requirements pertaining to 
withholds or bonuses would apply. If 
the organization uses only capitation 
and capitates its physicians for referral 
services, as well as for the services they 
provide directly, the physician or 
physician group would not be 
considered at ''substantial financial 
risk" if— 

• The organization specifies in the 
physician's or physician group's 
contract: 

The maximum possible payments 
to be made under the capitation plan, if 
referral costs are low, and 

4- The minimum possible payments 
to be made under the capitation plan, if 
referral costs are hi^; and 

• The difference Wween the 
maximum and minimum payments 
based on referral levels is no more than 
25 percent of the maximum payment. 
This is consistent with the ti^shold for 
withhold and bonus incentives. 

The contract could either specify 
actual dollar amounts or a calculation 
firom which HCFA or States could 
determine that the payment would meet 
the test. For example, the organization 
could state that the maximum payment 
would be $100 x (the number of 
patients) for low referrals and the 
minimum payment would be $75 x (the 
number of patients) for high referrals. If 
the organization does not clearly state 
the physician's or physician group's risk 
in the contract, as expressed in 
maximum and minimum payments to 
the physician or physician group, the 
incentive plan would be considered as 
"substantial financial risk." 

In examples 1 and 2, an organization 
capitates a physician for all medical 
services at $200,000 annually. This 
capitation includes $100,000 for the 
services the physician provides directly 
and $100,000 for referral services. 

Example 1: The organization pays for 
all referral services if the total cost of 
referral services exceeds $100,000. In 
other words, none of the physician's 
capitation for his own services is at risk. 
In addition, the HMO allows the 
physician to retain up to $33,000 of the 
imused capitation for referral services. 
The contract clearly states that: 

• Regardless of the level of referral 
services, the physician will retain the 
capitation of $100,000 for services 
provided directly. 

• If referrals are lower than 
anticipated, the physician may retain 
only the first $33,000 of savings. The 
highest possible payments from the 
HMO would be $133,000. 

The amount at risk would be $133,000 
minus $100,000, or $33,000, which is 


24.8 percent of $133,000. Therefore, the 
physician is not at substantial financial 
risk. 

Example 2: The organization does not 
allow the physician to retain any 
savings from the referral account. If 
refen^s cost less than $100,000, the 
physician must return the remainder of 
the referral account to the HMO. If the 
referral costs are more than $100,000, 
the physician may be liable for up to 25 
percent of the capitation for his own 
services. The contract clearly states that: 

• If referrals exceed $125,000, the 
physician will receive no less than . 
$75,000. 

• If referrals are less than $100,000, 
the physician will receive no more than 
$100,000. 

Since the difference ($25,000) 
between the highest possible payments 
($100,000) and the lowest possible 
payments ($75,000) is no more than 25 
percent of the maximum payments, the 
physician is not at substantial financial 
risk. 

Example 3: The organi^tion pays its 
physicians $200/patient/month for all 
health care services. Of that amount, 
$110 of the capitation cover the services 
the physician provides directly and the 
remaining $90 cover the costs of the 
referral services. The health plan 
specifies in its physician contracts that: 

• The health plan will pay stop-loss 
protection for the physician if referral 
costs average more than $100 per 
patient. In other words, the physician 
will receive at least $100/patient/month. 

• Physicians may retain only up to 
$23/patient/month, if referral costs 
average less than $90/patient/month. In 
other words, the physician will not 
retain more than $133/patient/month. 

The difference between the highest 
possible payments ($13 3/patient/month 
X the number of patients) and the lowest 
possible payments ($100/patient/month) 
is $33/patient/mont]l. This is 24.8 
percent of the highest possible 
payments. Therefore the physician is 
not at substantial financid risk. 

Arrangements that do not fit the above 
descriptions do not automatically put 
physicians at substantial financial risk. 
However, the organization must ensure 
that no more than 25 percent of the total 
payments to the physician or physician 
group for services provided dire^y and 
for administrative costs are at risk based 
on levels of referral services. Risk may 
exceed the threshold if stop-loss is 
provided and surveys are conducted. 

2. Substantial Financial Risk When 
Incentive Payments Are Assessed More 
Often Than Annually 

We are proposing a lower risk 
threshold (15 percent) for incentive 
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plans that assess or distribute incentive 
payments more than once a year. As 
noted in the DHHS Report to the 
Congress, referenced aoove, and in the 
General Accounting Office's (GAO's) 
Report to the Congress, ‘•Medicare; 
Physician Incentive Payments by 
Prepaid Health Plans Could Lower 
Quality of Care," the shorter the 
timeframe over which incentive 
arrangements assess a physician’s or 
physician group’s performance, the 
more influence the incentive 
arrangement will have. This is because 
physicians or physician groups have 
fewer patients in a short timeframe over 
which to spread the risk of expensive 
treatment than in a long timeframe. 
Since these types of arrangements have 
the potential to have a stronger 
influence on physician behavior, we 
believe that the lower risk threshold is 
appropriate. 

We would apply the 15-percent risk 
threshold in the same manner as we 
propose to apply the 25-percent risk 
threshold for incentive payments. As a 
reminder, the risk threshold applies 
only if the risk is based on a physician’s 
or physician group’s levels or costs of 
referral services. Sp>ecifically, we would 
implement the 15-percent risk threshold 
as follows; 

a. Withholds —Withholds meet the 
risk threshold if: 

• The withhold is greater than 15 
percent of payments for services the 
physician or physician group provides 
directly plus administrative costs; or 

• The withhold is 15 percent of 
payments or less, but the physician or 
physician group is liable for referral 
amounts over the 15-percent threshold. 

b. Bonuses —Bonuses would exceed 
the risk threshold level if they represent 
more than 17.6 percent of the payments 
for administrative costs and services 
provided directly. Stated another way, 
bonuses would exceed the risk 
threshold if they exceeded 15 percent of 
the total of the payments plus the 
bonus. 

c. Combination Withhold and 
Bonuses —If a physician incentive plan 
uses both withholds and bonuses, the 
organization must ensure that the 
physician’s or physician group’s 
liability is no more than 15 percent of 
their total payments. Stated another 
way, the amount of the payments 
without the withheld amount and the 
bonus must be at least 85 percent of the 
amount of the payments including the 
withhold and ffie bonus. 

The organization may determine the 
appropriate bonus for any given 
withhold by two methods. First, the 
organization may use the prorating 
method. This method is discussed 


earlier in this preamble in the section 
entitled "Substantial Financial Risk 
When Incentive Payments Are Assessed 
No More Than Annually.’’ Second, the 
organization may enter the withhold 
percentage in the following equation; 

(Withhold %) = -0.85 (Bonus %) 15%. 

d. Capitation —^If an organization uses 
withholds or bonuses in conjunction 
with capitation that covers the costs of 
services provided directly plus 
administrative costs, the requirements 
pertaining to withholds or l^nuses 
would apply. If the organization uses 
capitation for referral services, we 
would evaluate the arrangement as 
discussed earlier in this preamble under 
the section entitled "Substantial 
Financial Risk When Incentive 
Payments Are Assessed No More Than 
Annually.’’ The only difference would 
be that we would consider physicians 
and physician groups to be at 
substantial financial risk once their risk 
exceeded 15 percent of payments, as 
compared to the 25-percent risk 
threshold. 

Arrangements that are not discussed 
in the preceding categories are not 
automatically assum^ to create 
substantial financial risk. However, the 
organization must ensure that no more 
than 15 percent of the total payments to 
the physician or physician group are at 
risk based on referral services. 
Otherwise, the requirements to provide 
stop-loss protection and conduct 
periodic surveys under section 
1876(i)(8)(A)(ii) of the Act will apply. 

3. Other Options Considered for 
Deflning Substantial Financial Risk 

In addition to the deflnition presented 
in this NPRM, we considered several 
other options for defining substantial 
financial risk. We considered 
alternatives that would address many 
factors, in addition to the frequency of 
risk assessment, that affect the impact of 
the strength of incentive arrangements. 
First, we considered rating each factor 
that could influence an incentive plan. 
The organization’s risk threshold would 
be the lowest risk threshold rating 
among its varying factors. For example, 
HCFA could rate the substantial 
financial risk threshold for Factor A 
(less than 5 physicians in a group) at 15 
percent and Factor B (less than 250 
prepaid health care organization 
patients) at 10 percent. An organization 
with no factors would have a threshold 
of 25 percent. An organization with 
Factor A would have a threshold of 15 
percent. An organization with Factor B 
would have a threshold of 10 percent. 

An organization with both Factors A 
and B would also have a threshold of 10 


percent, because the threshold of 
incentive plans with multiple factors 
would be the threshold of ffie lowest 
individual factor (in this case. Factor B, 
with a 10-percent threshold). 

One specific factor we considered was 
the size of the physician’s or physician 
group’s patient panel. The use of a 
percentage risk will have varying effects 
on small and large patient panels. The 
following examples demonstrate these 
afreets. In examples a. and b.. the 
physician’s total income is $100,000; 
the total patient panel is 1,0(X) patients; 
the HMO pays $100/patient/year; and 
the risk incentive is 25 percent. 

a. Individual Physician. 100 HMO 
patients 

Physician’s income from HMO = 
$10,000 (one-tenth of total income) 
Total dollars at risk = $2,500 (25% of 
$ 10 , 000 ) 

Total income at risk = 2.5% 

b. Individual Physician, 1,000 HMO 
patients 

Physician’s income from HMO = 
$100,000 (all income is from HMO) 
Total dollars at risk = $25,000 
Total income at risk = 25% 

In examples c. and d., there are 10 
physicians in the group, each sees 1,000 
patients (total panel = 10,000 patients). 
As above, the HMO pays $ 100/patient/ 
year and the risk incentive is 25 percent. 
The physician group’s total income is 
$ 1 , 000 , 000 . 

c. Physician Group. 1,000 patients 
Physician group’s income from HMO = 

$100,000 (one-tenth of total income) 
Total dollars at risk = $25,000 (25% of 
$100,000) 

Total income at risk = 2.5% 

d. Physician Group, 10,000 patients 
Physician group’s income from HMO = 

$1,000,000 (all of income) 

Total dollars at risk = $250,000 
Total income at risk = 25% 

The smaller the patient panel, the 
more likely the physician or physician 
group is to lose the entire incentive 
payment. However, as the examples 
illustrate, in small patient panels, the 
incentive payment is also much smaller, 
both in absolute terms and as a 
percentage of total payments. 

There are two theories on how this 
risk will affect physicians. First, in cases 
where the physician is more likely to 
lose the entire incentive payment (i.e., 
small patient panels), the incentive 
might have a larger efrect. This would 
be true if the physician viewed each 
group of patients as a line of business. 
Even a small incentive payment may 
have a large effect if the physician 
believed that the loss of the incentive 
payment would make that line of 
business unprofitable. 
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On the other hand, a large patient 
panel would result in a larger absolute 
incentive payment that represents a 
larger proportion of total earnings. The 
physician or physician group may pay 
more attention to a larger incentive 
payment, even if he/she/it has a smaller 
chance of losing the entire payment. 

Since these results are contra^ctory, we 
did not base determinations of 
substantial financial risk on panel size. 
However, we are interested in 
comments that address expected 
physician behavior in relation to the 
size of the patient panel. 

We also considered developing a grid 
that would adjust the risk threshold 
according to the combination of factors 
in an incentive plan. An organization 
would identify its factor on the grid to 
determine its threshold level for 
substantial financial risk. Possible 
factors include the size of the physician 
pool and the services for which 
physicians are at risk. For example, if 
Factor A's threshold is 15 percent and 
Factor B’s is 10 percent. Factors A and 
B could be limited to 5 percent. 

With the exception of the special rule 
for cases in which assessments are made 
more frequently than annually, wo 
decided not to adjust the threshold 
according to factors for several reasons. 
There are many factors that theoretically 
have the potential to influence incentive 
arrangements. However, no empirical 
reseai^ has been done in this area. 

There is no information available on the 
strength of the factors on incentive 
plans or on the effect of combinations of 
factors on incentive plans. In addition, 
some factors could either strengthen or 
weaken the incentive plans. For 
example, small patient panels may 
either increase or decrease risk. The risk 
may increase because the physician or 
physician group has fewer patients 
among whom to spread the risk. The 
risk may decrease because a small 
patient panel would represent a small 
portion of the physician's total income. 
Therefore, the level of services the 
prepaid health care organization 
patients used would have only a small 
impact on the physician's total income. 
The lack of information in this area 
made it extremely difficult to rate 
factors or develop grids on appropriate 
thresholds. 

As mentioned earlier, there is no 
evidence that the customary physician 
incentive plans in prepaid health care 
organizations have caused lack of access 
or quality of care concerns. Since there 
is so little information available 
regarding the impact of various factors 
on physician behavior, and since 
existing incentive plans have not been 
problematic, we believe that our 


approach is reasonable and appropriate. 
As more information regarding the 
influence of various elements of 
physician incentive plans becomes 
available, we will evaluate it and, if 
appropriate, reconsider the definition of 
substantial financial risk. 

Another option we considered was to 
define substantial financial risk as the 
median percentage plan withhold, as 
defined in the DHHS Report to the 
Congress. We would compare the 
amount of risk imder the incentive plan 
to the median withhold percentage. The 
DHHS Report identified 15 to 20 percent 
as the most common median wit^old 
percentages (see p. V-37), and the 
Physician Payment Review Commission 
(PPRC) testified before the Congress that 
most withholds were between 10 and 20 
percent. (However, the actual risk to the 
physicians is often higher. Many plans 
use bonuses as well as withholds. These 
medians only account for risk from 
withholds. Therefore, actual risk is 
higher than reflected in the DHHS 
report or PPRC testimony.) Under this 
option, an exceptions process could be 
used to permit plans to exceed the 
median withhold level if the 
organization could show that the higher 
level would not place physicians at 
"substantial financial risk," without 
triggering the beneficiary survey and 
stop-loss protection. 

We did not choose this option since 
it would require us to implement a case- 
by-case review of incentive plans that 
have not been shown to be problematic. 
In addition, the term "substantial 
financial risk" implies a greater than 
average risk, whicm supports our use of 
an outlier approach. Also, as discussed 
earlier in this preamble, we believe that 
an outlier approach is reasonable given 
physician perceptions of withholds. We 
also want to provide consistent 
guidelines so that organizations can 
determine whether their incentive plans 
are in compliance with our proposed 
requirements prior to submission for 
HCFA review. 

We are concerned about the 
appropriateness of the 25-percent 
threshold for substantial financial risk 
when incentive payments are assessed 
no more than annually. As stated 
previously, we relied, in part, on the 
DHHS Report that indicated that fee-for- 
service physicians typically lose 10 to 
20 percent of their income to bad debt, 
and plan physicians may "discount" 
their charges by 20 to 25 percent. 
Therefore, the 25 percent risk for 
services the physicians or physician 
groups provide may be reasonable. 
However, with respect to the first 
instance, we are concerned that such 
discounts may be factored into the 


plan's payments to the physician or 
phvsidan group. If so, the 25-percent 
risk would be applied to an almady 
discounted amount, which may not be 
reasonable. We are seeking specific 
comments regarding how physician 
compensation is determined in different 
models of HMOs and whether 25 
percent is reasonable for all types of 
prepaid health care organizations. We 
also are particularly interested in public 
comments on our proposed definition of 
"substantial financial risk" and other 
alternatives that we considered but did 
not select. 

D. Requirements for Physician Incentive 
Plans That Place Physicians at 
Substantial Financial Risk 

1. Enrollee Surveys 

As required by section 1876(i) of the 
Act, we are proposing that HMOs, 

CMPs, and HlOs that place their 
physicians or physician groups at 
substantial financial risk must conduct 
enrollee surveys. We are proposing that 
the surveys must: 

• Either survey all current Medicare/ 
Medicaid enrollees in the organization 
and those who have disenrolled (due to 
other than loss of eligibility in 
Medicaid) in the past 12 months, or 
survey a statistically valid sample of 
these same enrollees and disenrollees; 

• Be designed, conducted, and results 
analyzed in accordance with commonly 
accepted principles of survey design 
and statistical analysis; 

• Address enrollees'/disenrollees' 
satisfaction with the quality of the 
services provided and their degree of 
access to the services; and 

• Be conducted at least annually. 

We considered specifying additional 

parameters for the enrollee surveys, 
such as minimum sample size, 
minimum response rate, minimum 
confidence levels, or mandated survey 

a uestions. However, we recognize that 
lere are a number of factors that are 
important to consider in designing an 
effective survey, and these factors may 
vary by HMO, e.g., the expected 
response rate to these surveys based on 
an organization's previous experiences 
in surveying enrollees and disenrollees. 
We further believe that these surveys 
will have the greatest utility if 
organizations can use the results of 
these surveys in conjunction with their 
other enrollee surveys and internal data 
collection efforts. For example, 
organizations may want to compare the 
survey results to information gathered 
on quality of care or disenrollment. If 
we are too prescriptive, organizations' 
use of the data collected might be 
limited. Also, stringent requirements 
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would be unnecessarily burdensome 
and could result in increased costs 
without correspondingly increased 
benefits. 

Therefore, we are relying on HMOs to 
design their own surveys in accordance 
with commonly accepted principles of 
survey design and statistical analysis. 
HCFA (for Medicare) and States (for 
Medicaid) will review the survey 
methodology and results through the 
disclosure requirements and routine 
monitoring, VVe believe this affords the 
necessary safeguards to assure effective 
surveys. We are interested in comments 
addressing the approaches we did not 
take, as well as the proposed approach, 

2. Stop-loss Protection 

By statute. KMOs, CMPs and HIOs 
that place physicians or physician 
groups at substantial financial risk for 
referral services provided to Medicare 
beneficiaries and Medicaid recipients 
must provide adequate and appropriate 
stop-loss protection. We are proposing 
two levels of stop-loss protection 
depending on the incentive plan’s risk 
threshold. If the risk threshold is 25 
percent (the incentive plan assesses or 
distributes payments no more often than 
annually), then the stop-loss protection 
must protect physicians and physician 
groups from losses greater \hkn 30 
percent of the psyraents for services 
they provide, plus payments for 
administrative costs and controlling 
levels of referral services. If the risk 
threshold is 15 percent (the incentive 
plan assesses or distributes payments 
more oftan than annually), then the 
stop-loss protection must protect 
physicians and physician groups from 
losses greater than 20 percent of 
payments. 

For capitated arrangements, it would 
be difficult to determine prospectively 
what stop-loss would cover 30 percent 
of payments for services the physicians 
or physician groups provide, plus 
payments for administrative costs and 
controlling levels of referral services. To 
make the stop-loss provisions for 
capitated arrangements comparable with 
the stop-loss provisions for bonus and 
withhold arrangements, we are 
proposing to permit no more than a 30- 
percent differential between the 
minimum and maximum payments a 
physician or physician group could 
receive. In other words, the difference 
between the maximum possible 
pa 3 nnents and the minimum possible 
payments could be no more than 30 
percent of the maximum possible 
payments. If the incentive payments (or 
capitation) were paid more often than 
eiinually, the differential would be 


limited to 20 percent of the maximum 
pa\unents. 

These stop-loss levels are absolute 
limits on the physician’s or physician 
group’s liability. The stop-loss 
protection must cover all referral costs 
over 20 or 30 percent of payments, 
depending on how frequently incentive 
payments are made. Liability above the 
stop-loss protection level may not be 
transferred to physicians or physician 
groups in later contract years. Since this 
stop-loss protection limits total liability 
for all patients, it is referred to as an 
aggregate liability limit. 

We decided to require more stop-loss 
protection for incentive plans that make 
payments more often than annually to 
m^e the provisions between the two 
risk thresholds equivalent. Under the 
25-perc8nt threshold, which applies to 
physician incentive plans that 
potentially exert less influence over 
physician behavior, the organization 
may increase the physician’s or 
physician group’s risk 5 percent beyond 
the risk threshold. Under our proposal, 
organizations with incentive plans with 
a 15-percent threshold would be able to 
increase the physician’s or physician 
group’s absolute risk beyond the risk 
threshold to the same extent, 5 percent. 
The organization can either provide or 
buy the stop-loss protection, or the 
physician or physician group can obtain 
the protection. 

Many prepaid health care 
organizations design their stop-loss 
arrangements to limit liability for 
individual patients to a maximum dollar 
amount. This helps to protect against 
catastrophic cases. We considered 
placing limits on a physician or 
physician group’s maximum liability 
per patient instead of using a maximum 
aggregate liability limit. However, 
without an aggregate limit on the 
physician’s liability, a physician or 
physician group could ultimately 
receive zero net payments from the 
prepaid health care organizations. 

Although individual stop-loss 
protection helps protect physicians and 
physician groups, a maximum limit on 
aggregate liability is necessary. Even if 
a physician group’s liability is limited to 
no more than $10,000 per patient, if the 
physician group earns a gc^ reputation 
for its treatment of AIDS patients, for 
example, it could easily be liable for all 
of its pajTnents if increasing numbers of 
AIDS patients comprise the Medicare 
and Medicaid portion of the patient 
panel. Conceivably, the physician group 
would be forced to leave the prepaid 
health care oiganization, declare 
bankruptcy, or greatly restrict its 
treatment of all patients. Since it was 
Congressional intent to protect 


phvsidanB and physician ^ups tom 
unlimited liability, we believe that an 
agpegate limit is appropriate. 

also considered stop-loss 
standards that would permit more risk 
sharing between the prepaid health care 
organization and the physician or 
physician group. For example, we 
considered stop-loss protection that 
would cover 80 percent of referral costs 
when they exoe^ed 30 percent (or 20 
percent) of payments. This would cause 
the physician or physician group to be 
liable tor the remaining 20 percent of 
referral costs. However, we are 
proposing 100-percent coverage of 
referral costs over 30 percent (or 20 
percent) of payments because even a 
limited risk-sharing arrangement could 
potentially cause a physician or 
physician ^up to be liable for large 
amounts of money. Under this 
arrangement, however, the organization 
could arrange any risk-sharing or stop- 
loss arrangements it finds effective for 
liability amounts less than 30 percent 
(or 20 percent) of payments. 

We considered requiring the 
organization to provide the stop-loss 
insurance instead of permitting the 
physician or physician group to obtain 
the protection themselves. However, 
some physician groups prefer to obtain 
their own stop-loss protection rather 
than accepting the protection the 
organization offers (often the 
organization lowers capitation rales or 
charges physicians or physician groups 
for stop-loss protection). We wanted to 
retain this flexibility for physicians and 
physician groups. Since the legislation 
requires the organization to provide the 
stop-loss protection, we are requiring 
the organization to pay the cost of the 
portion of stop-loss protection that 
covers its enrollees in the physician 
incentive plan, or increase the amount 
of stop-loss protection to account for the 
physician’s cost for stop-loss. 

hi cases where protection that meets 
the proposed standards is not available 
through the market, the organization 
would have to provide it directly. 
Regardless of how the stop-loss 
protection is provided, the organization 
must assure HCFA or the States that all 
physicians or physician groups that 
provide services to Medicare 
beneficiaries and Medicaid recipients 
and are at “substantial financial risk 
for referral services have stop-loss 
protection that meets the regulatory 
requirements. 

E. Prohibited Physician Payments 
As required by OBRA ’90, these 
regulations provide that physician 
incentive plans may operate only if no 
specific payment is made directly or 
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indirectly under the plan as an 
inducement to reduce or limit medically 
necessary services provided to a specific 
enrollee. This provision specifically 
prohibits bonuses or other payments to 
a physician or nhysidian group as an 
inducement to limit or reduce medically 
necessary services for any individual 
patient The proposed rule clarifies that 
indirect payments include items of 
money value, such as waivers of debt, 
or stock or equity in the organization. 

For example, an organization would be 
prohibited from paying a physician a 
$100 bonus or providing $100 of stock 
for each individual enrollee released 
from a hospital after delivery of a child 
in two days versus three days, if 
inpatient services were medically 
necessary on day three. 

We considered interpreting “specific 
payments made indire^ly as an 
inducement*' as any payments that had 
the indirect efiect of reducing medically 
necessary services. However, the 
statutory provision specifies that “no 
specific payment is made directly or 
indirectly under the plan to a physician 
or physician group as an inducement to 
reduce or limit medically necessary 
services. . .**. The use of “indirectly** 
in the statute refers to the method by 
which payment is made, not to the 
effect of the payment. Therefore, we 
believe that the statutory language 
prohibits an alternative interpretation of 
the provision. 

Tnis proposed provision would not 
prohibit ail bonuses based on 
utilization. For example, bonuses that 
are based on general utilization levels 
(i.e., bonuses determined by aggregate 
patient utilization) would permitted. 

F. Enforcement 

Organizations that do not comply 
with these requirements may be subject 
to certain penalties. Determinations of 
non-compliance may result in civil 
money penalties, intermediate 
sanctions, and/or contract termination 
(for Medicare) or withholding of FFP 
(for Medicaid). The civil money 
penalties would be limited to $25,000 
for each determination of non- 
compliance. Under the intermediate 
sancfions provision, HCFA (for 
Medic^) could suspend the enrollment 
of individuals into non-compliant plans 
end HCFA (for Medicare) or the State 
(for Medicaid) could suspend payment 
for new enrollees until it is satisfied that 
the basis for the determination is not 
hkeiy to recur. The process for applying 
civil money penalties and intermediate 
sanctions would be the same process as 
that proposed in the July 22,1991, 

NPRM discussed earlier in this 
preamble. 


We are prc^osing that States 
determine compliance with these 
provisions for organizations contracting 
with Medicaid. Unlike Medicare, the 
Medicaid program is administered by 
State governments, pursiiant to the 
Fedei^ statutory and regulatory 
requirements, and a Me^caid State plan 
approved by HCFA. State governments 
are thus responsible for contracting with 
HMOs and other prepaid health care 
organizations, as weU as for monitoring 
such contracts. In the case of Medicaid 
contracts, therefore, we believe that 
Slates are in the best position to monitor 
adherence to these specified 
requirements for physician incentive 
plans, to make determinations as to 
whether a violation has occurred, and to 
recommend intermediate sanctions 
based upon the nature of the violation. 
We are, therefore, proposing to rely 
upon States to perform the same 
monitoring functions in the Medicaid 
program that HCFA will perform in the 
Me^care program. 

V. Revisions to the Regulations 

Because these regulations would 
amend the civil money penalties and 
intermediate sanctions proposed in the 
July 22,1991, NPRM discussed earlier 
in this preamble, we are republishing 
portions of that NPRM in these 
proposed regiilations. Specifically, we 
are republi^ing proposed 42 CFR 
417.495, which provides the 
requirements for imposing sanctions 
against eligible HMOs and CMPs, and 
proposed 42 CFR 434.67, which 
provides the requirements for imposing 
sanctions against HMOs with 
comprehensive risk contracts. We also 
are republishing 42 CFR 1003.100 
through 1003.103 and 42 CFR 1003.106, 
which pertain to dvil money penalties 
and assessments, incorporating the 
revisions proposed in the July 22,1991, 
NPRM. While we are republishing the 
aforementioned sections of the 
reflations that were proposed in the 
July 22,1991, NPRM for clarity. We 
request that public comments be limited 
to penalties and sanctions relating to 
physician incentive plans proposed in 
this NPRM. 

To incorporate the policies and 
implement the statutory provisions 
described in this preamble, we propose 
to make the following revisions to title 
42 of the regulations: 

• In part 417, Health Maintenance 
Organizations, Competitive Medical 
Plans, and Health C^ Prepayment 
Plans, we would add to subpart L a new 
§ 417.479, Requirements for physician 
incentive plans, to specify the 
requirements eligible organizations that 


use physician incentive plans must 
meet 

• We would add a new paragraph 
(a)(7) to proposed §417.495, Sanctions 
against the organization, to specify an 
additional basis upon which sanctions 
may be applied against organizations. 

• In p^ 434, Contracts, subpart D, 
we would amend § 434.44(a)(1) to 
incorporate these requirements into 
regulations governing certain HIOs that 
arrange for comprehensive services on a 
riskWis. 

• In subpart E, we would add a new 
paragraph (a)(5) to proposed § 434.67, 
Sanctions against HMOs with 
comprehensive risk contracts, to specify 
an additional basis upon which 
sanctions may be applied against 
organizations. 

• In subpart F, we would revise 
§ 434.70 to condition FFP in State 
contracts with HMOs and certain HIOs 
on both the State and its HMO or HIO 
contractor meeting certain specified 
requirements for physician incentive 
plans. 

• In part 1003, Civil Money Penalties 
and Assessments, we would revise 

§ 1003.101 to include a definition for 
“physician incentive plan." 

• We would revise § 1003.103 to add 
a new paragraph (e)(l)(vi) to specify an 
additional basis upon which me Office 
of the Inspector General may impose 
dvil money penalties on organizations. 

• We would revise §§ 1003.100, 
1003.102, and 1003.106 to reference the 
physidan incentive plan requirements, 
as appropriate. 

VI. Collection of Information 
Requirements 

Proposed regulations at § 417.479 (g) 
and (h), and § 434.70 (a)(2) and (b)(3) 
contain information collection or 
recordkeeping requirements or both that 
are subject to review by the Office of 
Management and Budget under the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 (44 
U.S.C. 3501 et seq.). Specifically, 

§ 417.479(g) requires organizations that 
operate incentive plans that place 
pnysidans or physician groups at 
substantial finandal risk to conduct 
enrollee surveys subject to conditions 
described in § 417.479(g)(1), and 
§§ 417.479(h) and 434.70(a)(2) concern 
the disclosure of information to HCFA 
or States concerning an HMO or CMP*s 
physidan incentive plan and the 
conducting of annual enrollee surveys. 
The respondents who will provide the 
information include HMOs, CMPs and 
HIOs that contract with the Medicare 
program or States and have physidan 
incentive plans. Additionally, 

§ 434.70(b)(3) requires States to obtain 
from certain HMO or HIO contractors 
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proof that the contractor meet the 
proposed requirements for physician 
incentive plans. 

The pumic reporting burden for these 
information collections is estimated to 
be 50 hours per organization for survey 
requirements, 4 hours per organization 
for disclosure requirements, and 1 hour 
per State for each physician incentive 
plan for which proof of compliance is 
reouired. 

A notice will be published in the 
Federal Register after approval is 
obtained. Organizations and individuals 
desiring to submit comments on the 
information collection and 
recordkeeping requirements should 
direct them to the OMB official whose 
name app>ears in the **AOORE88E8'' 
section of this preamble. 

VII. Response to Comments 

Because of the large volume of items 
of correspondence we normally receive 
on a proposed rule, we are not able to 
acknowledge or respond to them 
individually. However, we will consider 
all comments that we receive by the 
date and time specified in the “DATES** 
section of this preamble, and if we 
proceed with the final rule, we will 
respond to the comments in the 
preamble to the final rule. 

VIII. Regulatory Impact Statement 

Executive Order 12291 (E.0.12291) 
requires us to prepare and publish an 
initial regulatory impact analysis for any 
proposed regulations that are likely to 
meet criteria for a “major rule.** A major 
rule is one that would result in— 

• An annual effect on the economy of 
$100 million or more; 

• A major increase in costs or prices 
for consumers, individual industries, 
Federal, State or local government 
agencies, or any geographic regions; or 

• Significant adverse effects on 
competition, employment, investment, 
proauctivity, innovation or on the 
ability of United States-based 
enterprises to compete with foreign- 
based enterprises in domestic or export 
markets. 

In addition, we generally prepare and 
publish an initial regulatory flexibility 
analysis for proposed regulations 
consistent with the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act (RFA) (5 U.S.C. 601- 
602), unless the Secretary certifies that 
the regulations would not have a 
signihcant impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. For purposes 
of the RFA, we treat all HMOs, CMPs, 
and HIOs as small entities. 

These proposed regulations would 
amend the regulations governing certain 
Federally qualified HMOs and CMPs 
contracting with the Medicare program. 


and certain HMOs and HIOs contracting 
with the Medicaid program, by adding 
requirements for physician incentive 
plans that these entities must meet. We 
expect these proposed rules to affect 
approximately 300 HMOs, CMPs, and 
HIOs. However, we expect few incentive 
plans will require changes to comply 
with the regulations. In addition, since 
we expect that most current incentive 
plans already comply with the proposed 
regulations, we believe that we will 
rarely need to impose sanctions or 
penalties. Therefore, we expect very 
little costs to organizations. Likewise, 
we expect few additional surveys and 
additional stop-loss protection, with the 
result being that costs are incurred by 
only a small number of facilities. 

For these reasons, we have 
determined that a regulatory impact 
analysis is not required. Further, we 
have determined, and the Secretary 
certihes, that these proposed rules 
would not have a signihcant economic 
impact on the operations of a substantial 
number of small rural hospitals. We, 
therefore, have not prepaid a 
regulatory flexibility analysis. 

Section 1102(b) of the Act requires the 
Secretary to prepare a regulatory impact 
analysis for any proposed rule that may 
have a signihcant impact on the 
operations of a substantial number of 
small rural hospitals. Such an analysis 
must conform to the provisions of 
section 603 of the RFA. For purposes of 
section 1102(b) of the Act, we define a 
small rural hospital as a hospital that is 
located outside a metropolitan statistical 
area and has fewer than 50 beds. These 
proposed regulations affect HMOs, 
CMPs, and HIOs. Consequently, we 
have determined, and the Secretary 
certiBes, that these proposed regulations 
would not have a signihcant economic 
impact on the operations of a substantial 
number of small rural hospitals and, 
therefore, have not prepared a rural 
impact statement. 

List of Subjects 

42 CFR Part 417 

Administrative practice and 
procedure. Health maintenance 
organization (HMO), Medicare, 
Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements. 

42 CFR Part 434 

Grant programs—Health, Health 
maintenance organization (HMO), 
Medicaid, Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements. 

42 CFR Part 1003 

Administrative practice and 
procedure. Fraud; Grant programs— 


Health; Health facilities; Health 
profession; Maternal and child health; 
Medicaid; Medicare; Penalties. 

Title 42—Public Health 

CHARTER IV—HEALTH CARE FINANONQ 
ADMINISTRATION, DEPARTMENT OF 
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 

I. Chapter IV of title 42 would be 
amended as set forth below: 

PART 417—HEALTH MAINTENANCE 
ORGANIZATIONS, COMPETITIVE 
MEDICAL PLANS, AND HEALTH CARE 
PREPAYMENT PLANS 

A. Part 417 is amended as follows: 

1. The authority citation for part 417 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: Secs. 1102,1833(a)(1)(A), 
1861(8)(2)(H), 1866(a), 1871,1874. and 1876 
of the S^ial Security Act (42 U.S.C 1302, 
13951(a)(1)(A), 1395x(8)(2)(H), 1395cc(a), 
1395hh. 1395kk, and 1395mm); sec. 114(c) of 
Pub. L. 97-248 (42 U.S.C. 1395mm note); 31 
U.S.C. 9701; and secs. 215 and 1301 through 
1318 of the Public Health Service Act (42 
U.S.C 216 and 300e through 300e-17), 
unless otherwise noted. 

2. A new § 417.479 is added to read 
as follows: 

§ 417.479 Raquiromants for physician 
incantivs plans. 

(a) Applicability. The requirements in 
this section apply to physician incentive 
plans between eligible organizations 
and individual physicians or physician 
groups with whom they contract to 
provide medical services to enrollees. 
These requirements do not apply to 
financial incentive arrangements 
between physician groups (as defined in 
paragraph (b) of this section) and 
individual physicians who are members 
of such groups. These requirements only 
apply to physician incentive plans that 
base compensation (in whole or in part) 
on the use or cost of services provided 
to Medicare beneficiaries or Medicaid 
recipients. 

(bj Definitions. For purposes of this 
section: 

Bonus means a payment an 
organization makes to a physician or 
physician group beyond any salary, fee- 
for-service payments, capitation, or 
returned withhold. 

Capitation means a set dollar payment 
per patient per unit time (usually per 
month) that an organization pays a 
physician or physician group to cover a 
specified set of services and 
administrative costs without 
the actual number of servi^s provided 
The services covered may include the 
physician*s own services, referral 
services, or all medical services. 

Payments means any amounts the 
organization pays physicians or 
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physician groups for services they 
provide directly, plus amounts paid for 
administration and amounts paid (in 
whole or in part) based on levels and 
costs of referral services (such as 
withhold amounts, bonuses based on 
referral levels, and any other 
compensation to the physician or 
physician group to influence the use of 
referral services). Bonuses and other 
compensation that are not based on 
referral levels (such as bonuses based 
solely on quality of care provided, 
patient satisfaction, and participation on 
committees) are not considered 
payments for purposes of this subpart. 

Physician ^up means a partnership, 
association, corporation, individual 
practice association, or other group that 
distributes income ^m practice among 
members according to a prearranged 
plan unrelated to the members* referral 
levels. 

Physician incentive plan means any 
compensation arrangement between an 
organization and a physician or 
physician group that may directly or 
indirectly have the effect of reducing or 
limiting services provided to Medicare 
beneficiaries or Medicaid recipients 
enrolled in the organization. 

Referral services means any specialty, 
inpatient, outpatient, or laboratory 
services that a physician or physician 
group orders or arranges, but does not 
provide directly. 

Risk threshold means the maximum 
risk, if the risk is based on referral 
services, to which a physician or 
physician group may be exposed under 
a physician incentive plan without 
bein^ at substantial financial risk. 

Withhold means a percentage of 
payments or set dollar amounts that an 
organization deducts from a physician's 
ser\dce fee, capitation, or salary 
payment, and which may or may not be 
returned to the physician, depending on 
specific predetermined factors. 

(c) Prohibited physician payments. 
Organizations may operate physician 
incentive plans only if no specific 
payment of any kind is made directly or 
indirectly under the plan to a physician 
or physician group as an inducement to 
reduce or limit medically necessary 
services provided to an individual 
enrollee. Indirect payments include 
offerings of monetary value (such as 
stock options or waivers of debt) 
measured in the present or future. 

(d) General Rule: Determination of 
substantial financial risk. Substantial 
financial risk occurs when the incentive 
^angements place the physician or 
physician group at risk for amounts 
beyond the risk threshold, if the risk is 
based on the levels or costs of referral 
services. Amounts at risk based solely 


on factors other than a physician's or 
physician group’s refer^ levels do not 
contribute to the determination of 
substantial financial risk. The risk 
thresholds are: 

(1) 25 percent if the incentive plan 
distributes or assesses incentive 
payments no more often than annually; 
and 

(2) 15 percent if the incentive plan 
distributes or assesses incentive 
payments more often than annually. 

fe) Arrangements that cause 
substantial financial risk when the risk 
threshold is 25 percent The following 
physician incentive plans cause 
substantial financial risk if risk is based 
(in whole or in part) on levels or costs 
of referral services, and incentive 
payments are distributed and/or 
assessed no more than annually: 

(1) Withholds greater than 25 percent 
of payments; 

(2) Withholds less than 25 percent of 
payments if the physician or physician 
group is potentially liable for amounts 
exceeding 25 percent of payments; 

(3) Bonuses that are greater than 33 
percent of payments minus the bonus; 

(4) Withholds plus bonuses when the 
withholds plus bonuses equal more than 
25 percent of payments. The threshold 
bonus percentage for a particular 
withhold percentage may be calculated 
using the formula— 

Withhold %=-0.75(Bonu8 %)+25%; 

(5) Capitation arrangements, if— 

(i) The difference between the 
maximum possible payments and 
minimum possible payments is more 
than 25 percent of the maximum 
possible payments; or 

(ii) The maximum and minimum 
possible payments are not clearly 
explained in the physician's or 
physician group's contract; and 

(6) Any other incentive arrangements 
that have the potential to hold a 
physician or physician group liable for 
more than 25 percent of payments. 

(f) Arrangements that cause 
substantial financial risk when the risk 
threshold is 15 percent The following 
physician incentive plans cause 
substantial financial risk if risk is based 
(in whole or in part) on levels or costs 
of referral services, and incentive 
payments are distributed and/or 
assessed more often than annually: 

(1) Withholds greater than 15 percent 
of payments; 

(2) Withholds less than 15 percent of 
payments if the physician or physician 
group is potentially liable for amounts 
exceeding 15 percent of payments; 

(3) Bonuses that are greater than 17.6 
percent of payments minus the bonus; 

(4) Withnolds plus bonuses when the 
withholds plus bonuses equals more 


than 15 percent of payments for services 
they provided dire^y. The threshold 
bonus percentage may be calculated 
with the formula— 

Withhold %—0.85(Bonu» %)^15%; 

(5) Capitation arrangements, if— 

(i) The diflerence between the 
maximum possible payments and 
minimum possible payments is more 
than 25 percent of the maximum 
possible payments; or 

(ii) The maximum and minimum 
possible payments are not clearly 
explained in the physician's or 
physician group’s contract; and 

(6) Any other incentive arrangements 
that have the potential to hold a 
physician or physician group liable for 
more than 15 percent of payments. 

(g) Requirements for physician 
incentive plans that place physicians at 
substantial financial risk. Organizations 
that operate incentive plans that place 
physicians or physician groups at 
substantial financial risk must do the 
following: 

(1) Conduct enrollee surveys. These 
surveys must— 

(1) Include either all current 
Medicare/Medicaid enrollees in the 
organization and those who have 
disenrolled (due to other than loss of 
eligibility in Medicaid) in the past 12 
months, or a sample of these same 
enrollees and disenrollees; 

(ii) Be designed, implemented, and 
analyzed in accordance with commonly 
accepted principles of survey design 
and statistical analysis; 

(iii) Address enrollees/disenrollees 
satisfaction with the quality of the 
services provided and their degree of 
access to the services; and 

(iv) Be conducted at least annually. 

(2) Ensure that all physicians and 
physician groups at substantial financial 
risk have stop-loss protection in 
accordance with the following 
requirements: 

(i) If the risk threshold is 25 percent, 
the stop-loss protection must cover the 
costs of referral services when the costs 
(beyond allocated amoimts) exceed 30 
percent of payments. 

(ii) If the risk threshold is 15 percent, 
the stop-loss protection must cover the 
costs of referral services when the costs 
(beyond allocated amounts) exceed 20 
percent of payments. 

(iii) The organization may provide the 
stop-loss protection directly or purchase 
the stop-loss protection, or the 
physician or physician group may 
purchase the stop-loss protection. If the 
physician or physician group purchases 
the stop-loss protection, the 
organization must pay the portion of the 
premium that covers its enrollees or 
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reduce the level at which the stop-loss 
protection applies by the cost of the 
stop-loss. 

(n) Disclosure requirements for 
organizations with physician incentive 
plans. All organizations must provide to 
HCFA information concerning its 
physician incentive plans as required or 
requested. The information must 
contain sufficient descriptive 
information to enable HCFA to 
determine whether the plan complies 
with the requirements specified in this 
section. Organizations must provide this 
information to HCFA— 

(1) Upon application for a contract; 

(2) Upon application for a service area 
expansion; 

(3) 30 days before a change in its 
incentive plan; 

(4) Within 30 days of a request by 
HCFA; and 

(5) For organizations with a contract 
on [Insert effective date of ffnal rule], by 
[Insert 30 days from effective date of 
final rule]. 

(i) Sanctions against the organization. 
HCFA may apply intermediate 
sanctions, or the Office of Inspector 
General may apply dvil money 
penalties described at §417.495, if 
HCFA determines that an eligible 
organization fails to comply with the 
requirements of this section. 

3. A new § 417.495 is added to read 
as follows: 

§417.495 Senctione against the 
organization. 

(a) Basis for application of sanctions. 
HCFA may apply intermediate sanctions 
specified in paragraph (d) of this 
section, as an alternative to termination, 
if HCFA determines that an organization 
with a contract under this part— 

(1) Fails substantially to provide 
medically necessary items and services 
that are required to be provided to an 
individual covered imaer the contract, 
and the failure has adversely affected (or 
has substantial likelihood of adversely 
affecting) the individual; 

(2) Imposes premiiuns on individuals 
enrolled under this part in excess of 
premiums permitted; 

(3) Acts to expel or to refuse to re¬ 
enroll an individual in violation of the 
provisions of this part; 

(4) Engages in any practice that would 
reasonably be expected to have the 
effect of denying or discouraging 
enrollment (except as permitted by this 
part) with the organization by eligible 
individuals whose medical condition or 
history indicates a need for substantial 
future medical services; 

(5) Misrepresents or falsifies 
information that is furnished— 

(i) To HCFA under this part; 


(ii) To an individual or to any other 
entity under this part; 

(6) Fails to comply with the 
requirements of section 1876(g)(6)(A) of 
the Act relating to the prompt payment 
of claims; 

(7) Fails to comply with the 
requirements of § 417.479(c) through (h) 
relating to physician incentive plans; 

(8) Fails to meet the requirement in 
section 1876(f)(1) of the Act that not 
more than 50 percent of the 
organization’s enrollment may be 
Medicare beneficiaries and Medicaid 
recipients; or 

(9) Has a Medicare risk contract and— 

(i) Employs or contracts with 
individuals or entities excluded from 
participation in Medicare under 
sections 1128 or 1128A of the Act for 
the provision of health care, utilization 
review, medical social work, or 
administrative services; or 

(ii) Employs or contracts with any 
entity for the provision of such services 
(directly or indirectly) through an 
excluded individual or entity. 

(b) Notice of intermediate sanction. 
Prior to applying the sanctions specified 
in paragraph (d) of this section, HCFA 
will send a written notice to the 
organization stating the nature and basis 
of the proposed sanction. A copy of the 
notice (other than a notice for the 
violation described in paragraph (a)(8) 
of this section) will be forwarded to the 
Office of Inspector General at the same 
time that it is sent to the organization. 
HCFA will allow the organization 15 
days after the date if receives the notice 
to provide evidence that the 
organization has not committed an act 
or failed to comply with a requirement 
described in paragraph (a) of this 
section, as applicable. 

(c) Informal reconsideration. If the 
organization submits a timely response 
to HCFA's notice of intermediate 
sanction, HCFA will conduct an 
informal reconsideration that includes: 

(1) Review of the evidence by a HCFA 
official who did not participate in the 
initial decision to impose a sanction; 
and 

(2) If the decision to impose a 
sanction is affirmed on review, 
forwarding to the organization a concise 
written decision setting forth the factual 
and legal basis for the decision. 

(d) Intermediate sanctions. If HCFA 
determines that an organization has 
committed a violation described in 
paragraph (a) of this section and this 
determination is affirmed on review in 
the event the organization timely 
contests the determination under 
paragraph (b) of this section, HCFA 
may— 


(1) Require the organization to 
suspend new applications for 
enrollment frt)m Medicare beneficiaries 
after the effective date in paragraph 

(e)(1) of this section; or 

(2) Suspend payments to the 
organization for any individuals who 
apply for enrollment after the effective 
date in paragraph (e)(1) of this section. 

(e) Effective date and duration of 
intermediate sanctions. (1) Intermediate 
sanctions will be made effective 15 days 
after the data that the organization is 
notified of the decision to impose the 
sanctions, imless the organization 
timely seeks reconsideration under 
paragraph (c) of this section, in which 
case the intermediate sanction generally 
will be effective on the date the 
organization is notified of HCFA’s 
decision under paragraph (c)(2) of this 
section. 

(2) If HCFA determines that the 
organization’s conduct poses a serious 
threat to an enrollees’ health and safety, 
the intermediate sanction may be made 
effective on a date prior to issuance of 
HCFA’s decision under paragraph (c)(2) 
of this section. 

(3) The sanction will remain in effect 
imtil HCFA notifies the organization 
that HCFA is satisfied that the basis for 
applying the sanction has been 
correcteid and is not likely to recur. 

(f) Termination by HCFA. As an 
alternative to the sanctions described in 
paragraph (d) of this section, HCFA may 
decline to renew an organization’s 
contract in accordance with 

§ 417.492(b), or terminate its contract in 
accordance with § 417.494(b). 

(g) Civil money penalties. If HCFA 
determines that an organization has 
committed an act or failed to comply 
with a requirement described in 
paragraph (a) of this section (with the 
exception of the violation described in 
paragraph (a)(8) of this section], HCFA 
will convey such determination to the 
Office of Inspector General. In 
accordance with the provisions of 42 
CFR part 1003, the OIG may impose 
civil money penalties on the 
orgeuiization in addition to or in lieu of 
the intermediate sanctions imposed by 
HCFA. 

PART 434—CONTRACTS 

B. Part 434 is amended as follows: 

1. The authority citation for part 434 
is revised to read as follows; 

Authority: Secs. 1102,1902(a)(4), 
1902(p)(2), and 1903(m) of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C 1302,1396(a)(4), 
1396a(p)(2), and 1396b). 

2. In subpart D, § 434.44(a)(1) is 
revised to read as follows: 
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§434.44 Special rules for certain health 
Insuring organizations. 

(a) A health insuring organization that 
first enrolls patients on or after January 
1,1986, and arranges with other 
providers (through subcontract, or 
through other arrangements) for the 
delivery of services (as described in 
§ 434 . 21 (b)) to Medicaid enrollees on a 
prepaid capitation risk basis is— 

(1) Subject to the general 
requirements set forth in § 434.20(d) 
concerning services that may be covered 
and § 434.20(e) which set forth the 
requirements for all contracts, the 
additional requirements set forth in 
§§434.21 through 434.38 and the 
Medicaid agency responsibilities 
specified in subpart E of this part; and 
***** 

3. In subpart E, a new § 434.67 is 
added to read as follows: 

§434.67 Sanctions against HMOs with 
comprehensive risk contracts. 

(a) Basis for application of sanctions. 
The agency may recommend that the 
intermediate sanction specified in 
paragraph (e) of this section be imposed 
if the agency determines that an HMO 
with a comprehensive risk contract— 

(1) Fails substantially to provide 
medically necessary items and services 
that are required under law or under the 
contract to be provided to an individual 
covered under the contract, and the 
failure has adversely affected (or has 
substantial likelihood of adversely 
affecting) the individual; 

(2) Imposes premiums on individuals 
covered under the contract in excess of 
premiums permitted; 

(3) Engages in any practice that 
discriminates among individuals on the 
basis of their health status or 
requirements for health care services, 
including expulsion or refusal to re¬ 
enroll an individual, or any practice that 
could reasonably be expected to have 
the effect of denying or discouraging 
enrollment (except as permitted by 
section 1903(m) of the Act) by eligible 
individuals whose medical condition or 
history indicates a need for substantial 
future medical services; 

(4) Misrepresents or falsifies 
information that is furnished— 

(i) To HCFA or the State agency under 
section 1903(m) of the Act; or 

(ii) To an individual or to any other 
entity under section 1903(m); or 

(5) Fails to comply with the 
requirements of § 417.479 (c) through (g) 
of this chapter relating to physician 
wcentive plans, or fails to submit to the 
State Medicaid agency its physician 
incentive plans as required or requested 
in §434.70. 


(b) Effect of an agency determination, 
(1) When the agency determines that an 
HMO with a comprehensive risk 
contract has committed one of the 
violations identified in paragraph (a) of 
this section, the agency must forward 
this determination to HCFA. This 
determination becomes HCFA*s 
determination for purposes of section 
1903(m)(5)(A) of the Act, if HCFA does 
not reverse or modify the determination 
within 15 days. 

(2) When the agency decides to 
recommend imposition of the 
intermediate sanction specified in 
paragraph (e) of this section, this 
recommendation becomes HCFA’s 
decision, for purposes of section 
1903(m)(5)(B)(ii) of the Act, if HCFA 
does not reject this recommendation 
within 15 days. 

(c) Notice of intermediate sanction. If 
a determination to impose intermediate 
sanctions becomes HCFA’s 
determination in accordance with 
paragraph (b)(2) of this section, the 
agency must send a written notice to the 
HMO stating the nature and basis of the 
proposed sanction. A copy of the notice 
will be forwarded to the OIG at the same 
time that it is sent to the organization. 
The agency will allow the HMO 15 days 
after the date it receives the notice to 
provide evidence that the HMO has not 
committed an act or failed to comply 
with a requirement described in 
paragraph (a) of this section, as 
applicable. 

(d) Informal reconsideration. (1) If the 
HMO submits a timely response to the 
agency’s notice of intermediate 
sanction, the agency will conduct an 
informal reconsideration that includes— 

(1) Review of the evidence by an 
agency official who did not participate 
in the initial recommendation to impose 
a sanction; and 

(ii) A concise written decision setting 
forth the factual and legal basis for the 
decision. 

(2) The agency decision under 
paragraph (d)(l)(ii) of this section will 
be forwarded to HCFA and will become 
HCFA’s decision if HCFA does not 
reverse or modify the decision within 15 
days. The agency will send the HMO a 
copy of HCFA’s decision under this 
section. 

(e) Intermediate sanction. If a HCFA 
determination that an HMO has 
committed a violation described in 
paragraph (a) of this section is affirmed 
on review under paragraph (d) of this 
section, or is not timely contested by the 
HMO under paragraph (c) of this 
section, HCFA, based upon the 
recommendation of the agency, may 
deny payment for new enrollees of the 
HMO pursuant to section 


1903(m)(5)(B)(ii) of the Act. Under 
§§ 434.22 and 434.42, this denial of 
payment by HCFA for new enrollees 
automatically results in a denial of 
agency payments to the HMO for the 
same enrollees. A “new enrollee” is 
defined as an enrollee that applies for 
enrollment after the effective date in 
paragraph (f)(1) of this section. 

(f) Effective date and duration of 
intermediate sanction. (1) Unless an 
HMO timely seeks a reconsideration in 
accordance with paragraph (d) of this 
section or HCFA determines the 
violation poses a serious threat to 
enrollees’ health or safety, intermediate 
sanctions will be made effective 15 days 
after the date that the HMO is notified 
of the HCFA decision to impose the 
sanction in accordance with the 
procedures specified in paragraph (c) of 
this section. If the HMO seeks 
reconsideration under paragraph (d) of 
this section, the intermediate sanction 
generally will be effective on the date 
the organization is notified of HCFA’s 
decision under paragraph (d)(l)(ii) of 
this section. 

(2) If HCFA, in consultation with the 
agency, determines that the HMO’s 
conduct poses a serious threat to an 
enrollee’s health and safety, the 
intermediate sanction may be made 
effective on a date prior to issuance of 
the decision under paragraph (d)(l)(ii) 
of this section. 

(3) The sanction will remain in effect 
until HCFA, in consultation with the 
agency, is satisfied that the basis for 
applying the sanction has been 
corrected and is not likely to recur. 

(g) Civil money penalties. If a 
determination that an organization has 
committed a violation under paragraph 
(a) of this section becomes HCFA’s 
determination under paragraph (b)(1) of 
this section. HCFA will convey such 
determination to the Office of Inspector 
General. In accordance with the 
provisions of 42 CFR Part 1003, the OIG 
may impose civil money penalties on 
the organization in addition to or in lieu 
of the intermediate sanctions imposed 
under this section. 

(h) Performance of functions. HCFA 
retains the right to independently 
perform the functions assigned to the 
agency in paragraphs (a) through (f) of 
this section. 

(i) State plan requirements. The State 
plan must include a plan to monitor for 
violations specified in paragraph (a) of 
this section and for implementing the 
provisions of this section. 

4. In Subpart F, § 434.70 is revised to 
read as follows: 
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§434.70 Condition for FFP. 

(a) FFP is available in expenditures 
for payments to contractors only for the 
periods that— 

(1) The contract— 

(1) Meets the requirements of this part; 

(ii) Meets the appropriate 
reouirements of 45 Part 74; and 

(iii) Is in effect; and 

(2) The HMO or HIO contractor 
complies with the requirements 
specified in § 417,479 (c) through (g) of 
this chapter, and has supplied sufficient 
information on its physician incentive 
plan to the State Msdicaid agency to 
enable the State to determine whether 
the plan complies with such 
requirements. The HMO or HIO must 
supply this information to the State 
Medicaid agencies— 

(i) Upon application for a contract; 

(ii) Within 30 days of a change in its 
incentive plan; 

(iii) Witnin 30 days of a request by the 
State or HCFA; and 

(iv) For organizations with a contract 
on December 14, 1992 of final rule, by 
January 13, 1992 of final rule. 

(b) HCFA may withhold FFP for any 
period during which— 

(1) The State fails to meet the State 
plan requirements of this part; 

(2) Either party to a contract 
substantially fails to carry out the terms 
of the contract; or 

(3) The Stale fails to obtain from each 
HMO or HIO contractor proof that it 
meets the requirements for physician 
incentive plans specified in § 417.479 

(c) through (g) of this chapter. 

CHAPTER V—OFFICE OF INSPECTOR 
GENERAL—HEALTH CARE, DEPARTMENT 
OF HEALTH AND HOMAN SERVICES 

II. Chapter V of title 42 would be 
amended as set forth below: 

PART 1003-CIVlL MONEY 
PENALTIES, ASSESSMENTS AND 
EXCLUSIONS 

A. Part 1003 is amended as follows: 

1. The authority citation for part 1003 
is revised to read as follows: 

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 1302, 1320a-7, 
1320a-7a. 1320b-10,13.95mm. 1395ss(d). 
1395u(j). 1395u(k), 1396b(m), 11131(c) and 
11137(b)(2). 

2. Section 1003.100 is amended by 
revising paragraph (a); republishing 
paragraph (b)(1) introductory text 
revising paragraphs (b)(l)(iv) and 
(b)(l)(v) and adding a new paragraph 
(b)(l)(vi) to read as follows: 

§ 1003.100 Basis and purpose. 

(a) Basis. This part implements 
sections 1128, 1128(c). 1128A, 1140, 
1842(i), 1842(k). 1876(i)(6). 1882(d), and 
1903(m)(5) of the Social Security Act 


and sections 421(c) and 427(b)(2) of 
Pub. L. 99-860 (42 U.S.C. 1320a-7. 
1320a-7(c). 1320a~7a. 1320b-10, 
1395mm. 1395ss(d), 1395u(j), 1395u(k). 
1396b(m)). 11131(c) and 11137(h)(2)). 

(b) Purpose. * * * 

(1) Provides for the imposition of civil 
money penalties and, as applicable, 
assessments against persons who— 

***** 

(iv) Fail to report information 
concerning medical malpractice 
payments or who improperly disclose, 
use, or permit access to information 
reported under part B of title IV of Pub. 
L. 99-660, and regulations specified in 
45 CFR part 60; 

(v) Misuse certain Medicare and 
Social Security program words, letters, 
symbols, and emblems; or 

(vi) Substantially fail to provide an 
enrollee with required medically 
necessary items and services, or who 
engage in certain marketing, enrollment, 
reporting, claims payment, employment, 
or contracting abuses, or who do not 
meet the requirements for physician 
incentive plans for Medicaid specified 
in § 417.479 (c) through (g) of this title. 
***** 

3. Section 1003.101 is amended by 
adding, in alphabetical order, 
definitions for the terms adverse effect, 
contracting organization, enrollee, and 
physician incentive plan to read as 
follows: 

§1003.101 Definitions. 
***** 

Adverse effect means medical care has 
not been provided and the failure to 
provide such necessary medical care has 
presented an imminent danger to the 
health, safety, or well-being of the 
patient, or has placed the patient 
unnecessarily in a high-risk situation. 
***** 

Contracting organization means a 
public or private entity, inclusive of a 
health maintenance organization 
(HMO), competitive medical plan 
(CMP), or health insuring organization 
(HIO) which meets the requirements of 
section 1876(b) or is subject to the 
requirements in section 1903(m)(2)(A) 
of the Social Security Act, and which 
has contracted with the Department or 
a State to provide medical items and 
services to Medicare beneficiaries or 
Medicaid recipients. 

Enrollee means an individual who is 
eligible for Medicare or Medicaid, and 
who enters into an agreement to receive 
medical items and services from a 
contracting organization that contracts 
with the Department under titles XVIII 
or XIX of the Social Security Act. 
***** 


Physician incentive plan means any 
compensation arrangemont between a 
contracting organization and a 
physician group that may directly or 
indirectly have the effect of reducing or 
limiting services provided with respect 
to enroilees in the organization. 
****** 

4. In § 1003.102, paragraph (b) 
introductory text is republished and a 
new paragraph {b)(8) is added, to read 
as follows: 

§ 1003.102 Basis for civil money penalties 
and assessments. 
***** 

(b) The OIG may impose a penalty, 
and where authorized, an assessment 
against any person (including an 
insurance company in the case of 
paragraphs (b)(5) and (b)(6) of this 
section) whom it determines in 
accordance with this part— 
***** 

(8) Is a contracting organization that 
HCFA determines has committed an act 
or failed to comply with the 
requirements set forth in §§ 417.495(a), 
434.67(a), and 434.80(c) of this title. 
***** 

5. Section 1003.103 is amended by 
revising paragraph (a) and adding new 
paragraph (e), to read as follows: 

§ 1003.103 Amount of penalty. 

(a) Except as provided in paragraphs 
(b), (c). (d), and (e) of this section, the 
OIG may impose a penalty of not more 
than $2,000 for each item or service that 
is subject to a determination under 
§1003.102. 

* * * * * 

(e)(1) The OIG may, in addition to or 
in lieu of other remedies available under 
law, impose a penalty of up to $25,000 
for each determination by HCFA that a 
contracting organization has: 

(i) Failed substantially to provide an 
enrollee with required medically 
necessary items and services, if the 
failure adversely affects (or has the 
likelihood of adversely affecting) the 
enrollee; 

(ii) Imposed premiums on enroilees in 
excess of amounts permitted under 
section 1876 or title XLX of the Act; 

(iii) Acted to expel or to refuse to re¬ 
enroll a Medicare beneficiary in 
violation of the provisions of section 
1876 of the Act, and for reasons other 
than the beneficiary’s health status or 
requirements for health care services; 

(iv) Misrepresented or falsified 
information furnished to an individual 
or any other entity under section 1876 
or 1903(m) of the Act; 

(v) Failed to comply with the 
requirements of section 1876 (g)( 6 )(A) of 
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the Act, regarding prompt payment of 
claims; or 

(vi) Failed to comply with the 
requirements of § 417.479(c) through (h) 
of this title for Medicare, and 
§ 417.479(c) through (g) of this title for 
Medicaid, regarding certain prohibited 
incentive payments to physicians. 

(2) The OIG may, in addition to or in 
lieu of other remedies available under 
law, impose a penalty of up to $25,000 
for each determination by HCFA that a 
contracting organization with a contract 
under section 1876 of the Act: 

(i) Employs or contracts with 
individuals or entities excluded from 
participation in Medicare, under 
sections 1128 or 1128A of the Act, for 
the provision of health care, utilization 
review, medical social work, or 
administrative services; or 

(ii) Employs or contracts with any 
entity for the provision of such services 
(directly or indirectly) through an 
excluded individual or entity. 

(3) The OIG may, in addition to or in 
lieu of other remedies available under 
law, impose a penalty of up to $100,000 
for each determination that a 
contracting organization has: 

(i) Misrepresented or falsified 
information furnished to the Secretary 
under section 1876 of the Act, or to the 
State under section 1903(m) of the Act; 
or 


(ii) Acted to expel or to refuse to re¬ 
enroll a Medicare beneficiary or 
Medicaid recipient because of the 
individual’s health status or 
requirements for health care services, or 
engaged in any practice that would 
reasonably be expected to have the 
effect of denying or discouraging 
enrollment (except as permitted by 
section 1876 or 1903(m) of the Act) with 
the contracting organization by 
enrollees whose medical condition or 
history indicates a need for substantial 
future medical services. 

(4) In cases where enrollees are 
charged more than the allowable 
premium, the OIG will impose an 
additional penalty equal to double the 
amount of excess premium charged by 
the contracting organization. The excess 
premium amount will be deducted from 
the penalty and returned to the enrollee. 

(5) The OIG will impose an additional 
$15,000 penalty for each individual not 
enrolled when it is determined that a 
contracting organization has committed 
e violation described in paragraph 
(e)(3)(ii) of this section. 

(6) For purposes of paragraph (e) in 
mis section, a violation is defined as 
eech incident where a person has 
committed an act or failed to comply 
'vith a requirement set forth in 


§§ 417.495(a), 434.67(a), or 434.80(c) of 
this title, as determined by HCFA. 

6. Section 1003.106 is amended by 
adding new paragraph (a)(4); 
redesignating paragraph (d) as 
paragraph (e) and republishing it; and 
adding a new paragraph (d) to read as 
follows: 

§ 1003.106 Determinations regarding the 
amount of the penalty and asaeasntent 

(a) * * * 

(4) In determining the appropriate 
amount of any penalty or assessment 
under § 1003.103(e), the OIG will 
consider as appropriate: 

(i) The nature and scope of the 
required medically necessary item or 
service not provided and the 
circumstances under which it was not 
provided; 

(ii) The degree of culpability of the 
contracting organization; 

(iii) The seriousness of the adverse 
effect that resulted or could have 
resulted from the failure to provide 
required medically necessary care; 

(iv) The harm which resulted or could 
have resulted from the provision of care 
by a person that the contracting 
organization is expressly prohibited, 
under sections 1876(i)(6) or 1903(p)(2) 
of the Act, from contracting or 
employing 

(v) The harm which resulted or could 
have resulted from the contracting 
organization’s expulsion or refusal to re¬ 
enroll a Medicare beneficiary or 
Medicaid recipient; 

(vi) The nature of the 
misrepresentation or fallacious 
information furnished by the 
contracting organization to the 
Secretary, State, enrollee, or other entity 
under sections 1876 or 1903(m) of the 
Act; 

(vii) The extent to which the failure 
to provide medically necessary services 
could be attributed to a prohibited 
inducement to reduce or limit services 
under a physician incentive plan and 
the harm to the enrollee which resulted 
or could have resulted from such 
failure. It would be considered an 
aggravating factor if the contracting 
organization knowingly or routinely 
engaged in any prohibited practice 
which acted as an inducement to reduce 
or limit medically necessary services 
provided with respect to a specific 
enrollee in the organization; 

(viii) The history of prior offenses by 
the contracting organization, or 
principals of the contracting 
organization, including whether at any 
time prior to determination of the 
current violation or violations the 
contracting organization or any of its 
principals was convicted of a criminal 


charge, gr was held liable for civil or 
administrative sanctions in connection 
with a program covered by this part or 
any other public or private program of 
payment for medical services; and 

(ix) Such other matters as justice may 
require. 

***** 

(d) In considering the factors listed in 
paragraph (a)(4) of this section, for 
violations subject to a determination 
under § 1003.103(e), the following 
circumstances are to be considered, as 
appropriate, in determining the amount 
of any penalty: 

(1) Nature and circumstances of the 
incident. It would be considered a 
mitigating circumstance if, where more 
than one violation exists, the 
appropriate items or services not 
provided were: 

(1) Few in number, or 

(ii) Of the same type and occurred 
within a short period of time. 

It would be considered an aggravating 
circumstance if such items or services 
were of several types and occurred over 
a lengthy period of time, or if there were 
many such items or services (or the 
nature and circumstances indicate a 
pattern of such items or services not 
being provided). 

(2) Degree of culpability. It would bo 
considered a mitigating circumstance if 
the violation was the result of an 
unintentional, unrecognized error, and 
corrective action was taken promptly 
after discovery of the error. 

(3) Failure to provide required care. It 
would be considered an aggravating 
circumstance if the failure to provide 
required care was attributable to an 
individual or entity that the contracting 
organization is expressly prohibited by 
law from contracting or employing. 

(4) Use of excluded individuals. It 
would be considered an aggravating 
factor if the contracting organization 
knowingly or routinely engages in the 
prohibited practice of contracting or 
employing, either directly or indirectly, 
individuals or entities excluded from 
the Medicare program under sections 
1128 or 1128A of the Act. 

(5) Routine practices. It would be 
considered an aggravating factor if the 
contracting organization knowingly or 
routinely engages in any discriminatory 
or other prohibited practice which has 
the effect of denying or discouraging 
enrollment by individuals whose 
medical condition or history indicates a 
need for substantial future medical 
services. 

(6) Prior offenses. It would be 
considered an aggravating circumstance 
if at any time prior to determination of 
the current violation or violations, the 
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contracting organization or any of its 
principals was convicied on criminal 
charges or held liable for civil or 
administrative sanctions in connection 
with a program covered by this part or 
any other public or private program of 
payment for medical services. The lack 
of prior liability for criminal, civil, or 
administrative sanctions by the 
contracting organization, or the 
principals of the contracting 
organization, would not necessarily be 
considered a mitigating circumstance in 
determining civil monetary penalty 
amounts. 

(e) (1) The standards set forth in this 
section are binding, except to the extent 
that their application would result in 
imp>osition of an amount that would 
exceed limits imposed by the United 
States Constitution. 

(2) The amount imposed will not be 
less than the approximate amount 
required to fully compensate the United 
States, or any State, for its damages and 
costs, tangible and intangible, including 
but not limited to the costs attributable 
to the investigation, prosecution, and 
administrative review of the case. 

(3) Nothing in this section will limit 
the authority of the Department to settle 
any issue or case as provided by 

§ 1003.126, or to compromise any 
penalty and assessment as provided by 
§1003.128. 

(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
Program No. 93.773—Medicare—Hospital 
Insurance Program; No. 93.774—Medicare- 
Supplementary Medical Insurance Program; 
Na 93.778—Medical Assistance Program.) 

Dated: September 25,1992. 

Wiiliasn Toby, 

Acting Deputy Administrator, Healih Care 
Financing Administration. 

Dated: September 30, 1992. 

Brian B. Mitcheii, 

Principal Deputy Inspector General, 
Department of Health and Human Services. 

Approved: October 28,1992. 

Louis W. Sullivan, 

Secretary. 
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FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS 
COMMISSION 

47 CFRPartlS 

[ET Dockat No. 92-255; FCC 92-492] 

Remove Unnecessary Regulations 
Regarding Magnetic Resonance 
Systems 

AGENCY; Federal Communications 
Commission. 

ACTION: Proposed rule. 


SUMMARY: In response to a petition from 
the National Electrical Manufacturers 
Association, the Federal 
Communication Commission is 
proposing to amend its rules to remove 
unnecessary regulations regarding 
Magnetic Resonance Systems. 
Elimination of such regulations will 
reduce the amount of time and money 
required to bring new non-consumer, 
medical magnetic resonance systems to 
market. 

DATES: Comments must be submitted by 
March 1,1993. Reply comments must be 
submitted by March 31,1993. 
ADDRESSES: All comments and reply 
comments should be addressed to the 
Office of the Secretary, Federal 
Communication Commission, 
Washington DC 20554. Comments and 
reply comments will be available for 
public inspection during regular 
business hours in the FCC Reference 
Center (room 239) of the Federal 
Communications Commission, 1919 M 
Street NW., Washington, DC 20554. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Errol Chang, Technical Standards 
Branch. Office of Engineering and 
Technology. (202) 653-7316. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a 
summary of the Commission's Notice of 
Proposed Rule Making (Notice) in ET 
Docket No. 92-255. FCC 92-492, 
adopted on November 4,1992 and 
released on December 7,1992. The full 
text of this Notice is available for 
inspection and copying during normal 
business hours in the FCC Reference 
Center (room 239), 1919 M Street NW., 
Washington. DC. The complete text of 
this decision may also be purchased 
from the Ck)mmission's copy contractor, 
Downtown Copy Center, (202) 452- 
1422, 1990 M Street NW., room 640, 
Washington DC 2(X)36. 

Paperwork Reduction 

The following collection of 
information contained in this proposed 
rule has been submitted to the Office of 
Management and Budget for review 
under Section 3504(h) of the Paperwork 
Reduction Act (44 U.S.C. 3504(h)). 

Copies of this submission may be 
purchased from the Commission’s copy 
contractor: Downtown Copy (Denter, 

1990 M Street NW., room 640, 
Washington, DC 20036, (202) 452-1422. 
Persons wishing to comment on this 
collection of information should direct 
their comments to Mr. Jonas Neihardt, 
Office of Management and Budger, room 
3235 NEOB. Washington. DC 20554. 

(202) 395-4814. A copy of any 
comments filed with the Office of 
Managenaent and Budget should also be 
sent to the following address at the 


Federal Communications Commission: 
Federal Communications Commission, 
Office of Managing Director, paperwork 
Reduction Project, Washington DC 
20554. For further information contact 
Ms. Judy Boley. (202) 632-7513. 

OMB Number: 3060-0329 
Title: Equipment Authorization— 
Verification 2.955 
Respondents: Business or other for 
profit, small business or organizations 
Frequency of Response: Recordkeeping 
Estimated Annual Burden: 

Number of recordkeepers: 5,655 
Annual hours per recordkeepers: 18 
Total annual burden: 101,790 
Needs and Uses: Equipment testing is 
performed and data is gathered to 
provide information to aid in 
controlling interference to radio 
communications. Data collected 
verifies compliance of equipment to 
the FCC Rules. The information is 
retained by the equipment 
manufacturer, and made available 
only at the request of the Commission. 

Summary of Notice 

1. By this action, the Commission 
proposes to amend Part 18 of its rules 
to remove regulations that unnecessarily 
increase the amount of time and money 
required to bring new non-consumer, 
medical magnetic resonance (MR) 
systems to market. These systems are 
used by medical professionals to study 
the molecular structure of a patient for 
diagnostic and monitoring purposes. 
This proposal addresses a petition for 
rule making filed by the National 
Electrical Manufacturers Association on 
January 29, 1992. 

2. Part 18 of the rules sets forth 
requirements designed to minimize the 
potential for interference to radio and 
TV services by industrial, scientific and 
medical (ISM) equipment. Such 
equipment generates radio frequency 
(RF) energy in order to perform a non¬ 
communications related function. 
Common examples of consumer ISM 
equipment include microwave ovens 
and RF lighting devices. Examples of 
non-consumer ISM equipment include 
industrial heaters, RF stabilized arc 
welders and magnetic resonance 
equipment. Before ISM equipment can 
be marketed in the United States, it 
must comply with the technical 
standards and equipment authorization 
procedures specific in part 18. 

3. As indicated in NEMA’s petition, as 
well as comments received regarding 
NEMA’s petition, it appears that MR 
systems pose little risk of interference 
because of the way they are designed 
and installed. We note that there are 
relatively few installations of MR 
systems (under 1000), and in the event 
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that measures need to be taken to 
correct interference, the locations of the 
equipment are known. We also 
recognize that the authorization 
requirement is burdensome and costly 
for MR systems. Given the low volume 
production of MR systems, this can 
significantly affect the unit cost of each 
system, contributing to the increasing 
costs of medical care. 

4 . We agree with NEMA that the 
circumstances presented here are 
similar to those that led us earlier to 
exempt non-consumer medical 
ultrasonic equipment from part 18 rules. 
We are unaware of any interference that 
resulted from the medical ultrasonic 
equipment exemption. On balance, we 
tentatively conclude that the costs of 

our technical standards and 
authorization requirements for MR 
systems are unwarranted given the low 
risk of interference. Accordingly, we are 
proposing to amend part 18 to exempt 
MR systems from the technical 
standwds and authorization 
requirements that now apply to that 
equipment. We will, of course, continue 
to apply the requirements of 47 CFR 
18.111(b) that operators of MR systems 
correct any harmful interference that 
may occur. The proposed rule changes 
are set forth below. 

5. Ex Parte RuIes^Non-Restricted 
Proceeding. This is a non-restricted 
notice and comment rule making 
proceeding. Ex parte presentations are 
permitted, except during the Sunshine 
Agenda period, provided they are 
disclosed as provided in Commission 
rules. See generally 47 CFR 1,1202, 
U203,and 1.1206(a). 

6. Regulatory Flexibility Act. As 
required by section 603 of the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act, the 
Commission has prepared an Initial 
Regulatory Flexibility Analysis (IRFA) 
of the expected impact on small entities 
of the proposals suggested in this 
document. The IRFA is set forth below. 
Written public comments are requested 
on the IRFA, These comments must be 
filed in accordance with the same filing 
deadlines as comments on the rest of the 
Notice, but they must have a separate 
and distinct heading designating them 

w responses to the Initial Regulatory 
lexibility Analysis. The Secretary shall 
sena a copy of this Notice of Proposed 
u.e Making, including the Initial 
y latory Fl^exibility Analysis, to the 
Counsel for Advocacy of the Small 
J^iness Administration in accordance 
paragraph 603(a) of the Regulatory 
lexibiiity Act. Public Law No. 96-354, 
J^Sut.H54.5U.S.C.601e/seq. 

Oaies. Pursuant to the 
PPlicabla procedures set forth in 


sections 1.415 eind 1,419 of the 
Commission’s Rules, 47 CFR 1.415 and 
1.419, interested parties may file 
comments on or before March 1,1993 
and reply comments on or before March 
31,1993. To file formally in this 
proceeding, you must file an original 
and four copies of all comments, reply 
comments, and supporting comments. If 
you want each Commissioner to receive 
a personal copy of your comments, you 
must file an original plus nine copies. 
You should send comments and reply 
comments to Office of the Secretary, 
Federal Communications Commission, 
Washington, DC 20554. Comments and 
reply comments will be available for 
public insp^tion during regular 
business hours in the FCC Reference 
Center (room 239) of the Federal 
Conununications Commission, 1919 M 
Street NW., Washington, DC 20554. 

Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis 

Reason for Action: This rule making 
proceeding is initiated to obtain 
comment on whether the Commission's 
technical standards and authorization 
requirements regarding magnetic 
resonance equipment are necessary. 

Objective: The Commission seeks to 
remove regulations regarding magnetic 
resonance equipment that appear 
unnecessary in order to enable 
advanced medical devices to be brought 
to market faster and more efficiently. 

Legal Basis: The action proposed is 
authorized under sections 4(i). 302, 
303(g) and 303(r) of the Communication 
Act of 1934, as amended, 47 U.S.C. 
154(i), 302, and 303(r). 

Reporting, Recordkeeping and Other 
Compliance Requirements: None. 

Federal Rules which Overlap, 
Duplicate or Conflict with These Rules: 
None. 

Description. Potential Impact and 
Number of Small Entities Involved: This 
action would relieve manufacturers and 
importers of magnetic resonance 
equipment used for medical diagnosis 
and monitoring of the responsibility to 
meet Commission testing and record 
keeping requirements. We estimate that 
there are no more than 20 such entities. 

Any Significant Alternatives 
Miniraisdng the Impact on Small 
Entities Consistent with Stated 
Objective: None. 

List of subjects in 47 CFR Part 18 

Medical devices. Hospitals* Reporting 
and recordkeeping requirements. 


Federal Communications Commission. 

Donna R. Searcy, 

Secreatary. 

Proposed Text 

Part 18 of Title 47 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations is proposed to be 
amended as follows: 

PART 18—INDUSTRIAL, SCIENTIFIC, 
AND MEDICAL EQUIPMENT 

1. The authority citation for part 18 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 47 U.S.C. 4. 301, 302, 303, 304 
and 307. 

2. Section 18.107 is revised by adding 
a new paragraph (j) after the “note” to 
read as follows: 

§18.107 Definitions. 
***** 

(j) Magnetic resonance equipment. A 
category of ISM equipment in which RF 
energy is used to create images and data 
representing spatially resolved density 
of transient atomic resonances within an 
object. 

3. Section 18.121 is revised to read as 
follows: 

§18.121 Exenr^ptlons. 

Non-consumer ultrasonic equipment, 
and non-consumer magnetic resonance 
equipment, that is used for medical 
diagr4 0 stic and monitoring applications 
is subject only to the provisions of 
§ 18.105, §§ 18.109 through 18.119, and 
§18.303. 

[FR Doc. 92-30180 Filod 12-11-92; 8:45 am] 
BILUNQ cooe e712-C1-M 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration 

49 CFR 571 

[Docket No. 92-65; Notice 1] 

Federal Motor Vehicle Safety 
Standards; Fuel System Integrity 

AGENCY: National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration (NHTSA), DOT. 
ACTION: Request for comments. 

SUMMARY: NHTSA is considering 
initiating rulemaking to upgrade the 
protection currently provided by 
Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standard 
(FMVSS) No. 301, Fuel System Integrity. 
The agency desires to reduce the 
number of fire-related casualties to 
occupants of passenger cars and light 
trucks and vans, in ail types of crash 
modes—frontal, side, rear, and rollover. 
To assist NHTSA in developing specific 
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proposals, the agency requests answers 
to questions contained at the end of this 
notice. 

DATES: Comments must be received by 
February 12, 1993. 

ADDRESSES: Comments should refer to 
the docket and notice numbers set forth 
above and be submitted (prefereably in 
10 copies) to the Docket Section, 
NHTSA, room 5109, 400 Seventh Street 
SW., Washington, DC 20590 (Docket 
hours are from 9:30 a.m. to 4 p.m., 
Monday through Friday). 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Mr. Dan Cohen, Division Chief, Frontal 
Crash Protection Division, Office of 
Vehicle Safety Standards, National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration, 
400 Seventh Street SW., Washington, 

DC 20590. Telephone: (202) 36&-2264. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: FMVSS 
No. 301 first became effective for 
passenger cars in 1968 and for 
multipurpose passenger vehicles (i.e., 
passenger vans and sport utility 
vehicles) and trucks of 10,000 pounds or 
less Gross Vehicle Weight Rating 
(GVWR) in 1976. The standard also 
applies to all school buses, and NHTSA 
has granted a petition to consider 
extending the standard to trucks over 
10,000 pounds GVWR. However, the 
context of this notice relates to 
passenger cars and light trucks and vans 
(including sport utility vehicles), 
hereafter termed LTVs. 

Since the standard first applied to 
passenger cars in 1968, it has been 
revised several times, most significantly 
in rulemaking actions taken by NHTSA 
in the period 1973-76. As a result, the 
initial standard has been extended to 
vehicle types other than passenger cars 
and to crash modes other than frontal 
crashes. The standard, as it applies to 
passenger cars and LTVs, requires fuel 
system integrity in a 30 mph frontal 
fixed barrier crash, a 30 mph rear 
moving barrier crash, and a 20 mph 
lateral moving barrier crash. The 
standard also requires a static rollover 
test, after the above crashes. Fuel system 
integrity is defined by limiting the 
amount of fuel leakage from the crashed 
vehicle, during and up to 30 minutes 
after the crash. 

The purpose of the standard “is to 
reduce deaths and injuries occurring 
from fires that result from fuel spillage 
during and after motor vehicle crashes” 
(49 CFR 571.301, S2). In a 1983 
evaluation of the standard, NHTSA 
concluded that FMVSS No. 301 had 
been effective in reducing post-crash 
fires and estimated that as a result there 
were 6,500 fewer passenger car fires . 
annually, resulting in 400 fewer deaths 
and 630 fewer moderate and serious 


injuries per year. (“Evaluation of 
FMVSS 301-75, Fuel System Integrity: 
Passenger Cars.” DOT HS-806-335, 
January 1983). However, the agency 
noted that newer vehicles seemed to be 
experiencing an increasing fire rate and 
pointed out that the evaluation used 
limited data. Because of these concerns, 
and the fact that the 1983 report did not 
study fires in light truck crashes, the 
agency reevaluated FMVSS No. 301 in 
November 1990 (“Motor Vehicle Fires 
in Traffic Crashes and the Effects of the 
Fuel System Integrity Standard;” DOT 
HS 807 675). 

The conclusions of this more 
extensive evaluation were much 
different from the one conducted 7 years 
earlier. While the evaluatioii still found 
that FMVSS No. 301 reduced post-crash 
fires (by 14 percent or 3,900 fewer fires 
annually) for passenger cars, it did not 
find any statistically significant 
reductions in fire-related injuries or 
deaths. For LTVs, the evaluation found 
that implementation of the standard had 
no effect at all. 

Commenters to the evaluation raised 
questions concerning the data used by 
NHTSA and its analysis techniques. 
Commenters were also concerned about 
the specific identification of where the 
fire started and whether vehicle changes 
to fuel systems, type of gasoline, and 
changes related to emission standards 
may have affected fire rates over time. 
After analyzing these comments, the 
agency concluded that the results in the 
evaluation were valid. NHTSA*s 
response can be found in Docket No. 
82-21, Notice 03 (82-21-N03-008). 

While fires are relatively rare events 
(only occurring in one percent of towed 
vehicles in crashes), they tend to be 
severe, in terms of casualties. Each year, 
there are approximately 29,000 
occupants exposed to fires occurring in 
passenger cars and LTV’s. Four to five 
percent of occupant fatalities occur in 
crashes involving fire and 
approximately 1,400 occupants per year 
die in such crashes. In addition, another 
9,000 occupants are injured 
(Crashworthiness Data System, 1991). 
This number of casualties, coupled with 
the finding that the existing standard 
has had a minimal effect, leads the 
agency to conclude that an upgrade of 
the standard may be appropriate. 

A recent analysis of fires in tow-away 
crashes (“Fires and Bums in Towed 
Light Passenger Vehicle Crashes” by 
Partyka, July 1992) showed that most 
fires occurred in frontal crashes (59 
percent), with about an equal number 
occurring in rollover, side impacts, and 
rear impacts (12-14 percent each). Each 
year, an estimated 1,000 occupants of 
vehicles in crashes with fires had 


second or third degree bums over at 
least six percent of the body and 550 of 
these were fatalities with second or 
third degree bums over more than 90 
percent of the body. Nearly 650 people 
per year with moderately severe or 
greater (AIS^2) bums had no other 
moderate or greater injury reported. 

In addition to the above-mentioned 
analysis of tow-away crashes, the 
agency has undertaken a hard copy 
analysis of 1991 NASS cases involving 
fires, and a EARS analysis related to 
fires, to attempt to obtain more 
information on how fires occur, in 
preparation for suggesting regulatory 
countermeasures. The difficulty in 
analyzing fires in vehicle crashes is that 
the vehicles involved are often totally 
destroyed, resulting in uncertainty as to 
the vehicle component failure that 
resulted in the fire. 

At this time, while the agency 
continues its data and other analyses, it 
is appropriate to seek guidance and 
information from the public on the most 
effective means to reduce vehicle fires. 
Also affecting the agency’s decision to 
consider mlemaking to upgrade the 
standard is a recent petition by 
Volkswagen to allow the use of the 
dynamic test soon to be required by 
FMVSS No. 214, Side Impact Protection, 
to be substituted for the 20 mph lateral 
test in FMVSS No. 301. Volkswagen 
claims the FMVSS No. 214 test is a more 
severe test than that in FMVSS No. 301. 
The agency, in conducting FMVSS No. 
214-type dynamic tests, noted fuel 
leakage in several tests, also indicating 
that this is a more severe test than the 
lateral test in FMVSS No. 301. The 
agency has granted that petition. To 
help focus its investigation and possible 
regulatory upgrades, the agency seeks 
responses to the following questions: 

1. Should the standard be upgraded 
by requiring higher impact speeds? 
What impact speeds are most 
appropriate? Why? 

2. Is there any reason to continue to 
have different impact speeds for frontal 
and rear crashes as compared to side 
crashes? If so, why? 

3. Should the current impact barriers 
(a moving flat barrier for rear and side 
impacts and a fixed barrier for frontal 
impact be replaced by a moving 
contoured barrier, such as is used to test 
school buses for fuel system integrity or 
other types of barriers? Are the current 
impact barriers representative of typical 
real-world crash situations? Are there 
other specifications or test conditions o 
FMVSS No. 301 which are not 
representative of real-world crashes. 

4. Should the standard be upgraded 
by requiring all vehicles that have a 
Gross Vehicle Weight Rating (GVWK)or 
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10,000 pounds or less be subjected to 
the impact test requirement for large 
school buses? The standard requires that 
the impact test for large school buses 
(those with a GVWR greater than 10,000 
pounds) be conducted with a 4,000 lb, 
30 -mph-moving, contoured barrier 
impacting the bu« at any point and 
Angle. 

5. Should the FMVSS No, 301 side 
impact requirement be replaced by the 
FMVSS No. 214 type of dynamic side 
impact test as has been promulgated for 
passenger cars? Are there available data 
on the locations of the fuel system that 
are vulnerable in a side impact? 

6. Accident data show that fire risk 
increases significantly with vehicle age. 
Should a test be added to the standard 
for testing the effect of aging of vehicles 
related to fires? If so, what types of tests 
should be considered? For example, 
should a test be added to the standard 
for testing the impact of weathering and 
rust problems on the fuel system and 
the vehicle? Or, should vehicle 
maintenance requirements (i.e., as given 
in owner’s manuals) require periodic 
inspection/replacement of certain fuel 
system components, such as connector 
hoses which may harden/crack with 
age? 

7. Do occupants that die with serious 
burns have other injuries that prevented 
their escape or were they unconscious 
from fire-related gases or from impacts? 
Please report any other findings that 
seem unique to fire-related death or 
injury accidents. 

8. FMVSS No. 301’s fuel leakage limit 
requirements implicitly address, 
evacuation time from the vehicle. 
Considering differences of ignitability of 
gasoline, diesel and other applicable 
alternative fuels, should the standard 
specify different levels of permissible 
fuel leakage based on the type of fuel 
used? 

9. Should a test be added to the 
standard for testing nonmetallic fuel 
tanks? 

10. What available or foreseeable 
technologies could be used to improve 
fuel sptem integrity? What are their 
associated costs? 

11. From the above discussions, 
would improving fuel system integrity 
oy upgrading the standard prevent a 
reasonable number of serious occupant 
bums and fatalities or are other changes 
in vehicle materials and design needed 
as well? 

12. The agency would like to consider 
international harmonization with other 
regulations and standards. Would an 
^Pgrade of FMVSS No. 301 increase or 

grease the ‘‘window of compliance” 
'vith other foreign regulations and 
standards? For example, the current ECE 


Regulation No, 34 (for passenger cars 
only) and the Japanese Technical 
Standard for Fuel Leakage in Collision, 
etc. (for passenger cars and MPVs up to 
5,6>00 pounds GVWR) do not require 
side impact tests or rollover tests. 

The agency requests that responses be 
as specific and quantitative as possible. 

Submission of Comments 

Interested persons are invited to 
submit comments. It is requested but 
not required tliat 10 copies be 
submitted. 

Comments must not exceed 15 pages 
in length (49 CFR 533.21). Necessary 
attachments may be appended to these 
submissions without regard to the 15- 
page limit. This limitation is intended to 
encourage commenters to detail their 
primary arguments in a concise fashion. 
If a commenter wishes to submit certain 
information under a claim of 
confidentiality, three copies of the 
complete submission, including 
purportedly confidential business 
information, should be submitted to the 
Chief Counsel, NHTSA, at the street 
address given above, and seven copies 
from which the purportedly confidential 
information has been deleted should be 
submitted to the Docket Section. A 
request for confidentiality should be 
accompanied by a cover letter setting 
forth the information specified in the 
agency’s confidential business 
information regulation 49 CFR part 512. 

All comments received before the 
close of business on the comment 
closing date indicated above will be 
considered, and will be available for 
examination in the docket at the above 
address both before and after that date. 
To the extent possible, comments filed 
after the closing date will also be 
considered. Comments received too late 
for consideration in regard to the final 
rule will be considered as suggestions 
for further rulemaking action. 

Comments on the proposal will be 
available for inspection in the docket. 
The NHTSA will continue to file 
relevant information as it becomes 
available in the docket after the closing 
date, and it is recommended that 
interested persons continue to examine 
the docket for new material. 

Those persons desiring to be notified 
upon receipt of their comments in the 
rules docket should enclose a self- 
addressed, stamped post card in the 
envelope with their comments. Upon 
receiving the comments, the docket 
supervisor will return the postcard by 
mail. 


Issued on: December 8,1992. 

Barry Felrice, 

Associate Administrator for Rulemaking. 
IFR Doc. 92-30183 Filed 12-8-92; 3:30 pml 
BltUNQ CODE 491<MW~M 


49 CFR Parts 571 and 595 
[Docket No. 74-14; Notice 79] 

RIN 2127-AE46 

Federal Motor Vehicle Safety 
Standards; Occupant Crash Protection 

AGENCY: National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration (NITTSA), DOT. 
ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking. 

SUMMARY: Vehicle manufacturers are 
currently permitted to comply with the 
automatic crash protection requirements 
by means of any technology that 
provides the specified levels of 
protection in a 30 miles per hour barrier 
crash test. The two types of automatic 
crash protection currently installed in 
vehicles are air bags and automatic 
belts. However, a new law (the NHTSA 
Authori 2 :ation Act of 1991) provides that 
the agency shall amend the automatic 
crash protection requirements to specify 
that air bags must be the means installed 
to provide the requisite automatic 
protection. This notice proposes to 
amend the automatic crash protection 
requirements to conform to this 
statutory directive. 

In addition, this notice proposes to 
require that certain information about 
air bags be labeled in vehicles equipped 
with air bags. These labeling 
requirements are intended to ensure that 
consumers will have access to important 
safety information with respect to the 
air bags installed in their vehicles. 
DATES: Comment closing date: 
Comments on this notice must be 
received by NHTSA no later than 
February 12, 1993. 

Proposed effective date: If adopted in 
a final rule, the amendments to part 571 
and part 585 proposed in this notice 
would become effective 180 days after 
publication of the final rule in the 
Federal Reeister. 

Proposed compliance dates: See the 
Proposed Compliance Dates section at 
the beginning of SUPPLEMENTARY 
INFORMATION. 

ADDRESSES: Comments should refer to 
the docket and notice number set forth 
in the heading of this notice and be 
submitted to: NHTSA Docket Section, 
room 5109, 400 Seventh Street, SW., 
Washington, DC 20590. The NHTSA 
Docket Section is open to the public 
from 9:30 a.m. to 4 p.m. Monday 
through Friday. 
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr. 
Daniel Cohen, Chief, Frontal Crash 
Protection Division, Office of Vehicle 
Safety Standards, NRM~12, 400 Seventh 
Street, SW., Washington, DC 20590. Mr. 
Cohen can be reached by telephone at 
(202) 366-4911. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Proposed Compliance Dates 

At least 95 percent of each 
manufacturer’s passenger cars 
manufactured on or after September 1, 

1996 and before September 1,1997 
would have to be equipped with an air 
bag and a manual lap/shoulder belt at 
both the driver’s and right front 
passenger’s seating position. Every 
passenger car manufactured on or after 
September 1,1997 would have to be so 
equipped. 

At least 80 percent of each 
manufacturer’s light trucks 
manufactured on or after September 1, 

1997 and before September 1,1998 
would have to be equipped with an air 
bag and a manual lap/shoulder belt. 
Manufacturers may count towards 
compliance with the 80 percent 
requirement those light trucks it 
produces that are equipped with an air 
bag and manual lap/shoulder belt at the 
driver’s position and a dynamically- 
tested manual lap/shoulder belt at the 
right front passencer’s position. 

Every lignt trucK manufactured on or 
after September 1,1998 would have to 
be equipped with an air bag and a 
manual lap/shoulder belt at both the 
driver’s and right front passenger’s 
seating positions. 

Statutory Mandate 

President Bush signed into law the 
“Intermodal Surface Transportation 
Efficiency Act of 1991” on December 18, 
1991 (Pub. L. 102-240). That Act is 
intended to develop a national 
intermodal surface transportation 
system and sets forth guidance and 
mandates for several different modal 
administrations within the Department 
of Transportation. Sections 2500-2509 
of this Act are called the ’’National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration 
Authorization Act of 1991.” These 
sections authorize appropriations for the 
agency for fiscal years 1992 through 
1995 and direct the agency to take 
certain actions. 

Section 2508 of this Act requires 
NHTSA to issue, not later than 
September 1,1993, a final rule making 
certain amendments to Standard No. 

208. This section requires that 
automatic crash protection must be 
provided by an inflatable restraint (i.e., 
an air bag) in all passenger cars and 
light tru^s, and that the seating 


positions protected by an air bag shall 
also be equipped with a manual lap/ 
shoulder belt. A schedule of dates by 
which all vehicles shall be equipped 
with air bags and manual lap/shoulder 
belts at both front outboard seating 
positions is set forth in the Act. The Act 
also requires certain information about 
air bags and manual lap/shoulder belts 
to appear in the owner’s manual of new 
vehicles and requires NHTSA to 
establish procedures for providing 
temporary exemptions from the air bag 
requirement if there is an interruption 
in the supply of air bag components due 
to unavoidable events not within the 
control of vehicle manufacturers. This 
notice proposes to implement the 
statutory mandates in section 2508. 

Proposed Requirements 

1. Vehicles Proposed To Be Covered by 
this Rulemaking 

Section 2508 includes in its air bag 
mandate all those vehicles that NHTSA 
had determined in previous rulemaking 
proceedings should be subject to the 
existing requirements for automatic 
crash protection. Accordingly, this 
notice proposes that all passenger cars 
be subject to the air bag mandate. 

In aadition, all trucks, multipurpose 
passenger vehicles (mpv’s), and buses 
(except walk-in van-type trucks and 
vehicles designed to he sold exclusively 
to the United States Postal Service) with 
a gross vehicle weight rating of 8,500 
pounds or less and an unloaded vehicle 
weight of 5,500 pounds or less would 
also be subject to this air bag mandate. 
These trucks, mpv’s and buses are 
collectively referred to as ’’light tracks” 
throughout the remainder of this 
preamble. The inclusion of light trucks 
in this proposal reflects the statutory 
determination that vehicles such as 
small pickups, vans, and sport utility 
vehicles should be equipped with both 
driver and front passenger air bags. 

In connection with the extension of 
other safety standards to light trucks, 
some manufacturers of light trucks 
manufactured in more than one stage 
have commented that their vehicles 
should be excluded from the extended 
requirements because it would not be 
practicable for such vehicles to comply 
with the extended safety standard. 
NHTSA notes that section 2508 draws 
no distinction between light trucks that 
are manufactured in a single stage and 
those that are manufactured in more 
than one stage. Instead, that section 
specifies that all light trucks 
manufactured after September 1,1998 
shall be equipped with air bags and 
manual lap/shoulder belts at the driver’s 
and front right passenger’s seating 


positions, regardless of how many stages 
it took to manufacture the light truck. 
This proposal tracks the statute in that 
it would require multistage light trucks 
to comply with the same requirements 
that would apply to comparable single 
stage light trucks. 

2. Schedule for Compliance 

This proposal would simply adopt the 
schedule for compliance set forth in 
section 2508. With respect to passenger 
cars, this would mean that at (east 95 
percent of each manufacturer’s 
passenger cars manufactured on or after 
September 1,1996 and before 
September 1,1997 must be equipped 
with an air bag and a manual lap/ 
shoulder belt at both the driver’s and 
right front passenger’s seating position. 
Every passenger car manufactured on or 
after September 1,1997 would have to 
be so equipped. 

With respect to light trucks, this 
proposal would require that at least 80 
percent of each manufacturer’s light 
trucks manufactured on or after 
September 1,1997 and before 
September 1,1998 be equipped with an 
air bag and a manual lap/shoulder belt. 
However, unlike with passenger cars, 
the Act does not require the air bag and 
manual lap/shoulder belt to be provided 
at both the driver’s and right front 
passenger’s seating position on light 
trucks manufactured between 
September 1,1997 and September 1, 
1998. Instead, manufacturers may count 
towards compliance with the 80 percent, 
air bag requirement those light trucks it 
produces that are equipped with an air 
bag and manual lap/shoulder belt at the 
driver’s position and a dynamically- 
tested manual lap/shoulder belt at the 
right front passenger’s position. 

This conclusion is based upon the 
provision in section 2508(a)(1) that: 
’This section supplements and revises, 
but does not replace. Federal Motor 
Vehicle Safety Stamdard 208, including 
the amendment to such Standard 208 of 
March 26,1991 (56 FR 12472), 
extending the requirements for 
automatic crash protection, together 
with incentives for more innovative 
automatic crash protection, to trucks, 
buses, and multipurpose passenger 
vehicles.” Particularly significant in that 
sentence are the references to the March 

26.1991 amendment and to the 
incentives for more innovative 
automatic crash protection. The March 

26.1991 amendment is the final rule 
that extended the automatic crash 
protection requirements to light trucks. 
That final rule established a phase-m 
implementation of the automatic eras 
protection requirements for light W s, 
with a specified percentage of each 
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manufacturer’s production of light 
tru(is required to be equipped with 
automatic crash protection beginning 
with vehicles manufactured on or after 
September 1,1994. The phase-in for 
light truck automatic crash protection 
ends on September 1,1997, after which 
date the 1991 final rule requires all light 
trucks to be equipped with automatic 
crash protection. 

During the phase-in period (i.e., from 
September 1.1994 through August 31. 
1997), the 1991 final rule provided a 
number of ‘'credits’* for light truck 
manufacturers. Among these credits are 
“carry-forward” credits, which permit 
manufacturers that exceed the specified 
minimum percentage of light trucks 
equipped with automatic crash 
protection in one year of the phase-in to 
count those excess vehicles as credits 
toward the specified percentage during 
any subsequent model years of the 
phase-in (S4.2.5.5 (b), (c), and (d)); the 
“1.5 truck credit,” which allows 
manufacturers to count light trucks 
equipped with an air bag or other non¬ 
belt means of automatic crash protection 
at the driver’s position and any type of 
automatic crash protection at the right 
front passenger’s position as 1.5 trucks 
equipped with automatic crash 
protection during the phase-in 
(S4.2.5.5(a)(l)); and the “one truck 
credit” provision, which allows 
manufacturers to count light trucks 
equipped with an air bag or other non¬ 
belt means of automatic crash protection 
at the driver’s position and a 
dynamically-tested manual lap/shoulder 
belt at the right front passenger’s 
position as one truck equipped with 
automatic crash protection during the 
phase-in (S4.2.5.5(a)(2)). 

By the terms of the March 1991 final 
rule, all of these credits but one expire 
as of September 1,1997, the date for frill 
implementation of the automatic crash 
protection reouirements. The only credit 
that the March 1991 final rule allows 
after September 1,1997 is the “one 
truck credit.” From September 1,1997 
through August 31,1998, the March 
1991 final rule allows manufacturers to 
count light trucks equipped with an air 
bag or other non-belt automatic crash 
protection at the driver’s position and a 
^amically-tested manual lap/shoulder 
belt at the right front passenger’s 
position as a truck that complies with 
me automatic crash protection 
m^irement (see S4.2.6). 

When viewed against this 
background, it seems clear that the 
je erence in section 2508 to incentives 
^^^ovative automatic crash 
Prot^tion means the “one truck credit” 
pmvision. It also seems clear from the 
miutory provision that section 2508 


“does not replace” the incentives for 
more innovative automatic crash 
protection in the March 1991 final rule 
that Congress intended the one truck 
credit provision to be available to 
manufacturers during the period from 
September 1.1997 to August 31,1998. 
Consistent with this conclusion is the 
last sentence in section 2508(b)(2): “The 
incentives or credits available under 
Standard 208 (as amended by this 
section) prior to September 1,1998, 
shall not be available to the 
manufacturers to comply with the 100 
percent requirement to this paragraph 
on and after such date.” This sentence 
contemplates at least the possibility that 
credits will continue to be available 
through August 31,1998. 

Accordingly, this notice would retain 
the one truck credit during the period 
from September 1,1997 to August 31, 
1998. Manufacturers would be 
permitted to count trucks produced 
during this period that are equipped 
with an air bag at the driver’s position 
and a dynamically-tested manual lap/ 
shoulder belt at the right front 
passenger’s position toward compliance 
with the 80 percent air bag requirement. 

Every light truck manuiactured on or 
after September 1,1998 would have to 
be equipped with an air bag and a 
manual lap/shoulder belt at both the 
driver’s and right front passenger’s 
seating positions. The March 1991 rule 
established no credits that could have 
been used by manufacturers for light 
trucks manufactured on or after 
September 1,1998. To ensure that there 
wdll be no credits after that date, section 
2508(b)(2) provides, as noted above, that 
the incentives or credits available under 
Standard 208 prior to September 1, 

1998, shall not be available to the 
manufacturers to comply with the 100 
percent requirement on and after such 
date. 

3. Information to Appear on Labels and 
in dwnefs Manuals 

Section 2508(a)(2) reads as follows; 

The amendment to such Standard 208 shall 
also require, to be effective as soon as 
possible after the promulgation of such 
amendment, that the owner manuals for 
passenger cars and trucks, buses, and 
multipurpose passenger vehicles equipped 
with an inflatable restraint include a 
statement in an easily understandable 
format— 

(A) That the vehicle is equipped with an 
inflatable restraint referred to as an “air ba^“ 
and a lap and shoulder belt in either or both 
the front outboard seating positions; 

(B) That the air bag is a supplemental 
restraint; 

(C) That it does not substitute for lap and 
shoulder belts which must also be correctly 
used by an occupant in such seating position 


to provide restraint or protection not only 
from frontal crashes but from other types of 
crashes or accidents; and 

(D) That all occupants, including the 
driver, should always wear their lap and 
shoulder belts, where available, or other 
safety belts, whether or not there is an 
inflatable restraint. 

This notice proposes to require that this 
information be provided in owner’s manuals 
of vehicles equipped with air bags. In 
response to the statutory directive that this 
requirement for information to appear in 
owner’s manuals take eftect as soon as 
possible, this notice proposes that such a 
requirement become effective 180 days after 
publication of a final rule. The agency has 
tentatively concluded that this proposed 180 
day leadtime is needed to allow vehicle 
manufacturers to incorporate this new 
language into the owner’s manuals of their 
vehicles equipped with air bags, and is short 
enough so that the public will be provided 
with this information in new vehicle owner’s 
manuals as soon as possible. Commonters are 
specifically invited to address this tentative 
agency conclusion. 

NHTSA would also like to point out that 
this proposed requirement would not 
establish the precise language that must 
appear in the owner’s manual. Instead, it 
proposes that manufacturers be required to 
provide this information in their owner’s 
manuals, and allows the manufacturer to 
choose the language it believes will most 
effectively convey the information to readers 
of the owner’s manual. 

The agency is proposing additional 
information requirements in response to a 
petition for rulemaking from the Motor 
Vehicle Manufacturers Association (MVMA), 
requesting changes in the information 
required to be provided with respect to air 
bags. The MVMA petition notes that S4.5.1 
of Standard No. 208 requires a permanently 
affixed label on each vehicle equipped with 
an air bag. The label must indicate the 
manufacturer’s recommended schedule for 
the maintenance or replacement of such air 
bag. MVMA stated that, while such a labeling 
requirement was appropriate when it was 
established, technical progress with air bags 
since the mid 1970’s has made this labeling 
requirement no longer appropriate. 

In support of this position, MVMA stated 
that most vehicles currently equipped with 
air bags are permanently labeled with a 
statement to the effect that no regular 
maintenance of the air bag system is 
necessary. Such information does not, in 
MVMA’s view, rise to the level that it ought 
to be permanently labeled on each vehicle. 
MVMA asked that NHTSA update this 
requirement to limit it to vehicles equipped 
with air bag systems that require some 
periodic maintenance or replacement. 

MVMA’s petition also asked that 
other information be required to be 
labeled in vehicles equipped with air 
bags, so as to increase the effectiveness 
of those air bags. MVMA asked that the 
air bag label be revised to require that 
information be provided on at least the 
following topics: 
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a. Limitations of air bag effectiveness 
(i.e., they are most effective in frontal 
crashes, but do not deploy in low speed 
frontal crashes; they are not effective in 
side, rear, or rollover crashes), 

b. The supplementary nature of air 
bag protection (i.e., safety belts must be 
worn to provide maximum safety 
protection), 

c. Cautions about proper positioning 
of child safety seats in vehicles 
equipped with air bags (i.e., children 
riding in rear facing safety seats should 
not be riding in the right front seating 
position of vehicles equipped with an 
eir b^ for that seating position), and 

d. Cautions to other passengers not to 
sit unnecessarily close to the point from 
which the air bag will be deployed for 
that seating position (e.g., the steering 
wheel, the instrument panel, etc.). 

NHTSA has tentatively concluded 
that it agrees with MVMA*s suggestion 
that the air bag labeling requirements 
should bo updated to reflect the 
technical advances that have been made 
with air bags since the time when the 
current labeling requirements were 
promulgated. The agency tentatively 
agrees that the maintenance schedule 
labeling requirement no longer results 
in consumers being provided with 
particularly useful information. MVMA 
notes that, pursuant to the requirement, 
most current vehicles equipped with air 
bags are labeled with information akin 
to the following: “Regular Maintenance 
of the Air Bag System is not Required." 
Accordingly, this notice proposes to 
delete the requirement for scheduled air 
bag sy.stem maintenance and 
replacement information to appear on a 
permanently affixed label if the vehicle 
manufacturer does not recommend any 
scheduled maintenance or replacement. 
Such information would still have to be 
provided on a permanently affixed label 
for those vehicles equipped with air bag 
systems for which the vehicle 
manufacturer specihes some regular 
maintenance or replacement schedule. 

With respect to the four additional 
types of information that MVMA asked 
be included on the label, NHTSA has 
tentatively determined that MVMA’s 
request has merit. It seems appropriate 
to inform the public about the types of 
occupant behavior and uses that may 
reduce the effectiveness of air bags in a 
frontal crash. Furthermore, with the 
statutory mandate in section 2508 for all 
new passenger cars and light trucks to 
be equipped with air bags, this type of 
information can help ensure that vehicle 
occupants will receive the maximum 
safety benefit from these air bags in the 
future. 

However, the agency is not proposing 
to require that all of this information be 


permanently affixed to a label on the 
vehicle, as MVMA requested. NHTSA 
has tentatively concluded that providing 
all of the information MVMA requested 
on a permanent label would potentially 
create an “information overload." in 
response to which consumers would 
pay less attention to this information. 
Instead, the agency is proposing in this 
notice that a label be permanently 
affixed to the sun visor for each front 
outboard seating position equipped with 
an air bag. This label could be 
positioned on either side of the sun 
visor, so that it was constantly visible or 
so that it was visible only when the sun 
visor was extended down, at the vehicle 
manufacturer’s option. This label would 
set forth simple statements about the 
do’s and don’ts that should be followed 
to obtain the maximum safety protection 
from the air bag. NHTSA is proposing 
that the following information appear 
on the sun visor label: 

For maximum safety protection in all types 
of crashes, you must always wear your safety 
belt. 

Do not install rearward-facing child 
restraints in any front passenger seat 
position. 

Do not sit or lean unnecessarily close to the 
air bag. 

Do not place any objects over the air bag 
or between the air bag and yourself. 

See the owner’s manual for further 
information and explanations. 

In addition, if regular maintenance or 
scheduled replacement is recommended 
for the air bag, the recommended 
maintenance or replacement schedule 
would also have to appear on this label. 

The agency has proposed these 
statements for the label because they 
will ensure that vehicle occupants will 
have the basic information necessary to 
receive the maximum safety protection 
from their air bags. The statement about 
the need to wear the safety belt even 
though an air bag is present is required 
to appear in the owner’s manual, 
pursuant to section 2508, and is so 
fundamental to safety protection that 
NHTSA has tentatively concluded that 
it should be presented firsl in the sun 
visor label. The second proposed 
statement, about not installing rearward- 
facing child restraints at seating 
positions equipped with an airbag, is 
information that was released in a 
NHTSA Consumer Advisory Bulletin on 
December 10,1991. The third proposed 
statement, about not sitting 
unnecessarily close to the air bag, 
reflects the same premise for adult 
occupants as the second statement 
reflects for child occupants. That is, 
sitting or leaning too close to the air bag 
creates the chance of injury from a 
deploying air bag. NHTSA has 


tentatively concluded that this 
information would be useful to the 
public. The fourth proposed statement, 
about not putting any item over the air 
bag cover or between the air bag and the 
occupant, is important information so 
that the occupant will not inadvertently 
do something that would prevent the air 
bag from providing the level of occupant 
protection it is designed to provide. The 
fifth and final proposed statement 
would direct the vehicle occupant to the 
vehicle owner’s manual for further 
information. 

The agency invites public comment 
on the proposed content of these sun 
visor labels. Specifically, the agency is 
interested in comments about whether 
these five proposed statements are 
believed to be adequate, or whether the 
commenter believes that some of these 
statements are unnecessary or that some 
other statements should be substituted 
for one or more of these proposed 
statements. The agency is especially 
interested in the commenter’s reasons 
for believing that these statements 
should be adopted as proposed or that 
the proposal should be modified. 

NHTSa is concerned that some means 
may be necessary to alert vehicle 
occupants to the presence of the label 
on the sun visor, especially if 
manufacturers choose to affix the label 
on the side of the sun visor that will not 
generally be visible. One means of 
alerting occupants to the sun visor label 
would be to place a label in a constantly 
visible location within the occupant 
compartment alerting occupants to the 
label on the sun visor. For instance, a 
label could be placed on each air bag 
cover stating: “Contains air bag. Please 
read important safety information 
labeled on sun visor." The agency 
requests comments on the need for such 
a requirement to appear in the final rule 
on this subjeci. 

NHTSA is also considering other 
possibilities for alerting the occupant to 
the label on the sun visor. One 
possibility is that the air bag covers 
could be embossed with a new universal 
air bag symbol, such as the one 
currently being used on the vehicle 
identification number (VIN) plate by 
some vehicle manufacturers. In 
conjunction with this, it might be 
valuable to affix a special removable 
warning label to the air bag cover on all 
new and used air bag vehicles being 
displayed for sale. This removal label 
would explain the reason for the new 
symbol and call attention to the warning 
label(s) on the sun visor(s). As part of 
this approach, a public education 
campaign could be undertaken to 
educate the public as to the meaning o 
the new symbol and the need for first- 
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time owners of vehicles with air bags to 
leam what they can do to obtain the 
maximum safety protection from their 
air bags. The agency seeks public 
comments on this approach to alerting 
occupants and on this issue generally. 

The final aspect of this proposed 
scheme for providing the public with 
important safety information about air 
bags would be information in the 
vehicle owner’s manual, in addition to 
the statutorily-required information on 
the importance of belt use. The owner’s 
manual would also be required to 
include information about proper 
positioning of occupants relative to the 
airbag (e.g., not to sit unnecessarily 
close to the air bag), if any such 
instructions are appropriate for the air 
bag system installed in the vehicle; 
information about the positioning of 
child seats at positions equipped with 
an air bag (e.g., rear-facing child seats 
should not be installed at this position 
and the seat should be adjusted as far 
rearward as possible if a forward-facing 
child seat is installed), if any such 
instructions are appropriate; 
information about not placing objects on 
the air bag cover or between the 
occupant and the air bag, if any such 
instructions are appropriate; and any 
other information that is appropriate so 
that the occupants can receive the full 
protection the air bag system is designed 
to provide. 

As was proposed above for the 
information to appear in the owner’s 
manual with respect to the importance 
of belt use, the agency is not proposing 
the exact language that must appear in 
the owner’s manual. Instead, this 
proposed requirement is simply that 
vehicle manufacturers provide the 
necessary information. It allows the 
manufacturers the flexibility to present 
this information in the most effective 
manner and in a way that is tailored to 
the features of the air bag system in the 
particular vehicle. 

4. Temporary Exemption From Air Bag 
Requirements 

Section 2508(c) requires the agency to 
prescribe the procedures to be followed 
ny manufacturers in applying for 
temporary exemptions from the air bag 
je<}uirements, as well as the content and 
timing of any such applications. That 
section also provides that a temporary 
exemption from the air bag installation 
requirements shall be granted only if the 
sgency finds that there has been a 
disruption in the supply of any 
inflatable restraint component, or a 
isruption in the use and installation by 
e manufacturer of such component 

rnn* events not under the 

Irol of the manufacturer, that will 


prevent the manufacturer from meeting 
its anticipated production volume of 
vehicles with (air bags).” In addition, 
the statute provides that any temporary 
exemptions must be conditioned upon 
the manufacturer recalling the exempted 
vehicles promptly to install the omitted 
air b 0 g(s) when adequate supplies of air 
bags Income available again. The statute 
also provides that notice of each 
application for temporary exemption 
shall be published in the Federal 
Register and each notice of grant or 
denial shall be published in the Federal 
Register, along with the reasons 
therefor. 

NHTSA is proposing to provide a 
temporary exemption section in 
Standard No. 208 that is modeled 
closely after the temporary exemption 
provisions set forth in 49 CFR part 555. 
Each application for a temporary 
exemption from the air bag requirement 
would have to identify the components 
for the air bag system that have become 
unavailable due to circumstances 
beyond the manufacturer’s control, 
explain briefly the cause of the 
disruption and why it is beyond the 
manufacturer’s control, estimate the 
anticipated duration of the disruption, 
set forth any pther information the 
manufacturer believes the agency 
should consider in reaching a decision 
on the application, and contain an 
unconditional statement by the 
applicant that an air bag will be 
installed in every vehicle at those 
seating positions for which a temporary 
exemption is granted in response to the 
application. The vehicle manufacturer 
would also have to propose a reasonable 
time within which it would recall all 
vehicles granted an exemption pursuant 
to this application and install the 
omitted air bags, and explain why it 
believes that period of time is 
reasonable. 

Upon receipt of an application for 
temporary exemption, NHTSA would 
review the application to see if it was 
complete. The manufacturer would be 
advised if the application did not 
contain all the necessary information. If 
the application were complete, NHTSA 
would publish notice of the application 
in the Federal Register. After reviewing 
the information available to it, NHTSA 
would issue its decision to grant or deny 
the exemption application. In no event 
would NHTSA’s final decision on the 
application be issued later than 60 days 
after the date on which a complete 
petition was received. 

If NHTSA were to grant a temporary 
exemption, it would state that the 
exemption applies to vehicles 
manufactured between specified dates. 
The exemption would generally begin 


upon the date the grant notice was 
published in the Federal Register and 
end on the date specified in the notice. 
Under the proposal, the exempted 
manufacturer would be required to affix 
a label within the passenger 
compartment of every vehicle not 
equipped with an air bag. This label 
would state in block capitals: 

THIS VEHICLE DOES NOT CONTAIN AN 
AIR BAG IN CONFORMANCE WITH THE 
FEDERAL MOTOR VEHICLE SAFETY 
STANDARD FOR OCCUPANT CRASH 
PROTECTION. IT WAS EXEMPTED 
PURSUANT TO NHTSA EXEMPTION NO. 

This label could only be removed 
from the vehicle after the manufacturer 
had recalled the vehicle and installed 
the required air bag(s). Upon removal of 
the label, the vehicle would be certified 
as complying with all the occupant 
crash protection requirements of 
Standard No. 208. 

In addition, this notice proposes that 
if any vehicles are delivered without an 
air bag, pursuant to an exemption, the 
manufacturer shall furnish written 
notification to the dealer and to the first 
purchaser of the vehicle for purposes 
other than resale that: 

1. This vehicle does not conform to 
Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standard 
No. 208, because it is not equipped with 
an inflatable restraint at (insert the 
affected seating positions). 

2. The vehicle was allowed to be sold 
pursuant to NHTSA Exemption No. 
(insert appropriate exemption number). 

3. The reason this vehicle was 
exempted from the requirement for an 
inflatable restraint was because of 
factors beyond the vehicle 
manufacturer’s control. 

4. The vehicle manufacturer will 
recall this vehicle not later than (insert 
the time set forth in the exemption) and 
install the missing inflatable restraint at 
no charge. 

5. If the reader has any questions or 
would like some further information, he 
or she may contact the manufacturer at 
(insert an address and telephone 
number). 

Commenters are asked to address 
these proposed exemption procedures. 

It would be helpful to the agency if the 
commenter would carefully read section 
2508(c) while preparing the comments, 
so as to minimize instances where 
commenters ask the agency to omit 
some requirement mandated by that 
section. For instance, comments to the 
effect that there should be no exemption 
procedures or that special labels should 
not be required on exempted vehicles 
will not prove very helpful, since the 
statute expressly states that there must 
be exemption procedures and that 
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exempted vehicles must be labeled. It 
will be more helpful if commenters 
identify areas where they believe the 
agency has not implemented a statutory 
mandate or areas where the commenter 
believes the agency has imposed an 
unnecessary requirement that goes 
beyond that which is statutorily 
required. 

5. Reporting Requirements 

Whenever the agency specifies a 
phase-in of some performance 
requirement, it is necessary for 
enforcement of that phase-in to require 
manufacturers to report at the end of the 
production period its total production of 
vehicles and the number of such 
vehicles that are certified as complying 
with the relevant performance 
requirement. Accordingly, since section 
2508 mandates a phase-in of air bags as 
the exclusive means of complying with 
the automatic crash protection 
requirements, it will be necessary to 
amend the reporting requirements to 
require manufacturers to report what 
percentage of their production is 
equipped with air bags certified as 
complying with the crash protection 
requirements. This notice proposes to 
amend Part 585 in this manner. 

This proposed rule would not have 
any retroactive effect. Under section 
103(d) of the National Traffic and Motor 
Vehicle Safety Act (Safety Act; 15 U.S.C. 
1392(d)), whenever a Federal motor 
vehicle safety standard is in effect, a 
State may not adopt or maintain a safety 
standard applicable to the same aspect 
of performance which is not identical to 
the Federal standard, except to the 
extent that the State requirement 
impMDses a higher level of performance 
and applies only to vehicles procured 
for the State's use. Section 105 of the 
Safety Act (15 U.S.C. 1394) sets forth a 
procedure for judicial review of final 
rules establishing, amending or revoking 
Federal motor vehicle safety standards. 
That section does not require 
submission of a petition for 
reconsideration or other administrative 
proceedings before parties may file suit 
in court. 

Rulemaking Analyses and Notices 

Executive Order 12291 (Federal 
Regulation) and DOT Regulatory 
Policies and Procedures 

NliTSA has considered the costs and 
other impacts that would be associated 
with this proposal if it were adopted as 
a hnal rule. Based on that consideration, 
NHTSA has determined that this 
proposal is not “major" within the 
meaning of Executive Order 12291, 
because the costs should be well below 


the $100 million threshold for 
categorizing a rule as "major." However, 
this proposal is "significant" within the 
meaning of the Department of 
Transportation’s regulatory policies and 
procedures, because of the level of 
ublic interest. Accordingly, NHTSA 
as prepared a preliminary regulatory 
evaluation (PRE), a copy of which has 
been placed in the docket for this 
rulemaking action. Interested persons 
may obtain copies of that PRE by 
wTiting to: NHTSA Docket Section, 
room 5109. 400 Seventh Street. SW.. 
Washington, DC 20590. 

The PRE may be briefly summarized 
as follows. Based on the information 
currently available, the agency believes 
that almost all manufacturers were 
planning on using air bags in their 
vehicles produced during the model 
years affected by this proposal. Hence, 
the costs associated with this proposal 
should t)e very small. There may be 
some minor costs associated with the 
proposed labeling requirements for the 
sun visors, but again the agency believes 
that most manufacturers are already 
labeling the sun visors in their cars 
equipped with air bags. 

Regulatory Flexibility Act 

NHTSA has also considered the 
effects of this regulatory action under 
the Regulatory Flexibility Act. The 
agency does not believe that this 
proposal will have any significant 
impacts on manufacturers other than 
final stage manufacturers. However, 
there are some potentially significant 
impacts on final stage manufacturers. 
This is discussed in detail in the PRE for 
this rulemaking. Interested persons are 
invited to review this section of the 
PRE. 

National Environmental Policy Act 

NHTSA has analyzed the 
environmental issues associated with air 
bags as part of its requirements for 
automatic crash protection in new cars 
(49 FR 28962; July 17.1984) and light 
trucks and vans (56 FR 12472; March 
26,1991), and determined that the 
widespread introduction and use of air 
bags would not have a significant 
impact on the quality of human life. 
Based on those analyses, which were 
conducted pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act, NHTSA has 
determined that a final rule adopting 
this proposal would likewise not have a 
significant impact on the quality of 
human life. A discussion related to the 
environmental issues associated with air 
bags can be found in Docket No. 74-14; 
Notice 36 (for passenger cars) and 
Docket No. 74-14; Notice 70 (for light 
trucks and vans). 


Executive Order 12612 (Federalism) 

llie agency has analyzed this 
proposal in accordance with the 
principles and criteria set forth in 
Executive Order 12612. NHTSA has 
determined that this proposal does not 
have sufficient federalism implications 
to warrant the preparation of a 
Federalism Assessment. 

Paperwork Reduction Act 

The reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements associated with this 
proposed rule are being submitted to the 
Office of Management and Budget for 
approval in accordance with 44 U.S.C. 
chapter 35 under OMB No.: 2127-0535, 
Administration: National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration; Title: 
Production Reporting System for Air 
Bag Compliance (49 CFR part 585); 
Need for Information: To assess 
compliance with air bag phase-in 
requirements; Proposed Use of 
Information; To determine if 
manufacturers are complying with the 
air bag phase-in schedule; Frequency: 
Once only; Burden Estimate: 828 hours; 
Respondents: 23; Form(s): None; 
Avergnge Burden Hours for Respondent: 
36. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT; The 
Information Requirements Division, M- 
34, Office of the Secretary of 
Transportation, 400 Seventh Street, 
SW.. Washington. DC 20590, (202) 366- 
4735, or Edward Clarke, Office of 
Management and Budget. New 
Executive Office Building, room 3220, 
Washington, DC 20503, (202) 395-7340. 

Request for Comments 

Interested persons are invited to 
submit comments on the proposal. It is 
requested but not required that 10 
copies be submitted. 

All comments must not exceed 15 
pages in length. (49 CFR 553.21). 
Neces.sary attachments may be 
appended to these submissions without 
regard to the 15-pag0 limit. This 
limitation is intended to encourage 
commenters to detail their primary 
arguments in a concise fashion. 

If a commenter wishes to submit 
certain information under a claim of 
confidentiality, three copies of the 
complete submission, including 
purportedly confidential business 
information, should be submitted to the 
Chief Counsel. NHTSA. at the street 
address given above, and seven copies 
from which the purportedly confidenha 
information has been deleted should w 
submitted to the Docket Section. A 
request for confidentiality should be 
accompanied by a cover letter setting 
forth the information specified in the 









Federal Register / VoL 57, No. 240 / Monday, December 14, 1992 / Proposed Rules 


59049 


agency's confidential business 
information regulation. 49 CFR part 512. 

All comments received before the 
close of business on the comment 
closing date indicated above for the 
proposal will be considered, and will be 
available for examination in the docket 
at the above address both before and 
after that date. To the extent possible, 
comments filed after the closing date 
will also be considered. Comments 
received too late for consideration in 
regard to the final rule will be 
considered as suggestions for further 
rulemaking action. Comments on the 
proposal will be available for inspection 
in the docket. The NHTSA will continue 
to file relevant information as it 
becomes available in the docket after the 
closing date, and it is recommended that 
interested persons continue to examine 
the docket for new material. 

Those persons desiring to be notified 
upon receipt of their comments in the 
mles docket should enclose a self- 
addressed, stamped postcard in the 
envelope with their comments. Upon 
receiving the comments, the docket 
supervisor will return the postcard by 
mail. 

List of Sub jects 
49 CFR Part 571 

Imports, Motor vehicle safety. Motor 
vehicles. 

49 CFR Part 585 

Motor vehicles. Reporting and 
recordkeeping requirements. In 
consideration of the foregoing, NHTSA 
proposes to amend chapter V of title 49 
of the Code of Federal Regulations as 
follows: 

PART571-^AMENDED1 

1. The authority citation for part 571 
would continue to read as follows: 

Authority: 15 U.S.C 1392,1401,1403, 

1407; delegation of authority at 49 CFR 1.50. 

§571.208 [Arnandad] 

2. S4.1.4 of Standard No. 208 would 
be revised to read as follows: 

54.1.4 Passenger cars manufactured 
on or after September 1, 1989, but 
before September 1, 1996, 
***** 

3. S4,1.5 of Standard No. 208 would 
bo amended by removing existing § 4.1.5 
through § 4.1.5.2(d), inclusive, and 
substituting a revised § 4.1.5 through 
S4.1.5.3, to read as follows: 

54.1.5 Passenger cars manufactured 
on or after September 1, 1 996, 

bll.s.l Frontal/angular automatic 
protecho/i system, 

(a) passenger car manufactured 
on or after September 1,1996 shall: 


(1) At each front outboard designated 
seating position meet ^e frontal crash 
protection requirements of S5.1 by 
means that require no action by vehicle 
occupants; 

(2) At any front designated seating 
positions that are not '^outboard 
designated seating positions," as that 
term is defined at 49 CFR 571.3, and at 
any rear designated seating positions 
that are not "rear outboard oesignated 
seating positions," as that term is 
defin^ at S4.1.4.2(c) of this standard, 
have a Type 1 or Type 2 seat belt 
assembly that conforms to Standard No. 
209 and S7.1 and S7.2 of this standard; 
and 

(3) At each front designated seating 
position that is an "outboard designated 
seating position," as that term is ^fined 
at 49 CFR 571.3, and at each rear 
designated seating position that is a 
"rear outboard designated seating 
positions," as that term is defined at 
S4.1.4.2(c) of this standard, have a Type 
2 seat belt assembly that conforms to 
Standard No. 209 and S7.1 through S7.3 
of this standard, and, in the case of the 
Type 2 seat belt assemblies installed at 
the front outboard designated seating 
positions, meet the frontal crash 
protection requirements with the 
appropriate anthropomorphic test 
dummy restrained by the Type 2 seat 
belt assembly in addition to the means 
that requires no action by the vehicle 
occupant. 

(b) For the purposes of this section, an 
inflatable restraint system means an air 
bag that is concealed in the steering 
wheel or the instrument panel until it is 
activated in a crash. 

S4.1.5.2 Passenger cars 
manufactured on or after September 1, 
1996 and before September 1,1997. 

54.1.5.2.1 The amount of passenger 
cars complying with the requirement of 
S4.1.5.1(a)(1) by means of an inflatable 
restraint system at the driver’s and right 
front passenger’s position shall be not 
less than 95 percent of the 
manufacturer’s total production of 
passenger cars manufactured on or after 
September 1,1996, and before 
September 1,1997. A vehicle shall not 
he deemed to be in noncompliance with 
this standard if its manufacturer 
establishes that it did not have reason to 
know in the exercise of due care that 
such vehicle is not in conformity with 
the requirement of this standard. 

54.1.5.2.2 Passenger cars produced 
by more than one manufacturer. 

S4.1.5.2.2.1 For the purpose of 
calculating the production of passenger 
cars by ea^ manufacturer during the 
period specified in S4.1.5.2, a passenger 
car produced by more than one 
manufacturer shall be attributed to a 


single manufacturer as follows, subject 
to S4.1.5,2.2.2: 

(a) A passenger car that is imported 
into the United States shall be attributed 
to the importer. 

(b) A passenger car manufactured 
within the United States by more than 
one manufacturer, one of which also 
markets the vehicle, shall be attributed 
to the manufacturer that markets the 
vehicle. 

S4.1.5.2.2.2 A passenger car 
produced by more than one 
manufacturer shall be attributed to any 
one of the vehicle’s manufacturers, as 
specified in an express written contract, 
reported to the National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration pursuant 
to Part 585 of this title, between the 
manufacturer so specified and the 
manufacturer to which the vehicle 
otherwise would be attributed, pursuant 
to S4.1.5.2.2.1, 

S4.1.5.3 Passenger cars 
manufactured on or after September 1, 
1997. 

Each passenger car manufactured on 
or after September 1,1997 shall comply 
with the requirement of S4.1.5.1(a)(lJ by 
means of an inflatable restraint system 
at the driver’s and right firont 
passenger’s position. A vehicle shall not 
be deemed to be in noncompliance with 
this standard if its manufacturer 
establishes that it did not have reason to 
know in the exercise of due care that 
such vehicle is not in conformity with 
the requirement of this standard. 
***** 

4. S4.2.6 of Standard No. 208 would 
be amended by removing existing 
S4.2.6, and substituting a new S4.2.6 
through S4.2.6.2, to read as follows: 

S4.2.6 Trucks, buses, and 
multipurpose passenger vehicles with a 
GVWR of8,500 pounds or less and an 
unloaded vehicle weight of 5,500 
pounds or less manufactured on or after 
September 1,1997. Each truck, bus, and 
multipurpose passenger vehicle with a 
GVWR of 8,500 pounds or less and an 
unloaded vehicle weight of 5,500 
pounds or less, which is manufactured 
on or after September 1,1997, shall 
comply with the requirements of 

S4.1.5.1 of this standard (as specified for 
passenger cars), except tliat walk-in van- 
type trucks and vehicles designed to be 
sold exclusively to the U.S. Postal 
Service may instead meet the 
requirements of S4.2.1.1 or S4.2.1.2 of 
this standard. 

S4.2.6.1 Trucks, buses, and 
multipurpose passenger vehicles with a 
GVWR of 8,500 pounds or less and an 
unloaded vehicle weight of 5,500 
pounds or less manufactured on or after 
September 1, 1997 and before 
September 1, 1998. 
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54.2.6.1.1 The amount of trucks, 
buses, and multipurpose passenger 
vehicles complying with the 
requirement of S4.1.5.1(a)(1) of this 
standard by means of an inflatable 
restraint system shall be not less than 80 
percent of the manufacturer's'total 
combined production of subject vehicles 
manufactured on or after September 1, 
1997 and before September 1,1998. 

Each truck, bus, or multipurpose 
passenger vehicle with a GVWR of 8,500 
pounds or less and an unloaded vehicle 
weight of 5,500 pounds or less 
manufactured on or after September 1. 
1997 and before September 1,1998, 
whose driver's seating position 
complies with S4,1.5.1(a)(1) by means of 
an inflatable restraint system and whose 
right front passenger's seating position 
is equipped with a manual Type 2 seat 
belt assembly that complies with S5.1 of 
this standard, with the seat belt 
assembly adjusted in accordance with 
S7.4.2 of this standard, shall be counted 
as a vehicle complying with 

S4.1.5.1(a)(1) by means of an inflatable 
restraint system. A vehicle shall not be 
deemed to be in noncompliance with 
this standard if its manufacturer 
establishes that it did not have reason to 
know in the exercise of due care that 
such vehicle is not in conformity with 
the requirement of this standard. 

54.2.6.1.2 Trucks, buses, and 
multipurpose passenger vehicles with a 
GVWR of 8,500 pounds or less and an 
unloaded vehicle weight of 5,500 
pounds or less produced by more than 
one manufacturer. 

54.2.6.1.2.1 For the purpose of 
calculating the production by each 
manufacturer during the period 
specified in S4.2.6.1.1, a truck, bus, or 
multipurpose passenger vehicle with a 
GVWR of 8,500 pounds or less and an 
unloaded vehicle weight of 5,500 
pounds or less produced by more than 
one manufacturer shall be attributed to 

a single manufacturer as follows, subject 
to S4.2.6.1.2.2: 

(a) A vehicle that is imported into the 
United States shall be attributed to the 
importer. 

(d) a vehicle manufactured within the 
United States by more than one 
manufacturer, one of which also 
markets the vehicle, shall be attributed 
to the manufacturer that markets the 
vehicle. 

54.2.6.1.2.2 A truck, bus, or 
multipurpose passenger vehicle 
produced by more than one 
manufacturer shall be attributed to any 
one of the vehicle's manufacturers, as 
specified in an express written contract, 
reported to the National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration pursuant 
to Part 585 of this title, between the 


manufacturer so specified and the 
manufacturer to which the vehicle 
otherwise would be attributed, pursuant 
to S4.2.6.1.2.1. 

S4.2.6.2 Trucks, buses, and 
multipurpose passenger vehicles with a 
GVWR of 6,500 poui^s or less and an 
unloaded vehicle weight of 5,500 
pounds or less manufactured on or after 
September 1, 1998. 

Each truck, bus. or multipurpose 
passenger vehicle with a GVWR of 8,500 
pounds or less and an unloaded vehicle 
weight of 5,500 pounds or less 
manufactured on or after September 1, 
1998 shall comply with the requirement 
of S4.1.5.1(a)(1) by means of an 
inflatable restraint system at the driver's 
and right front passenger’s position. A 
vehicle shall not be deemed to be in 
noncompliance with this standard if its 
manufacturer establishes that it did not 
have reason to know in the exercise of 
due care that such vehicle is not in 
conformity with the requirement of this 
standard. 

* * * * * 

5. S4.5.1 of Standard No. 208 would 
be revised to read as follows: 

S4.5 Other general requirements. 

S4.5.1 Labeling and owner's manual 
information. 

(a) Air bag maintenance or 
replacement information. If the vehicle 
manufacturer recommends periodic 
maintenance or replacement of an 
inflatable restraint system, as that term 
is defined in S4.1.5.1(b) of this standard, 
installed in a vehicle, that vehicle shall 
be labeled with the recommended 
schedule for maintenance or 
replacement. The schedule shall be 
specified by month and year, or in terms 
of vehicle mileage, or by intervals 
measured from the date appearing on 
the vehicle certification label provided 
pursuant to 49 CFR part 567. The label 
shall be permanently affixed to the 
vehicle within the passenger 
compartment and lettered in English in 
block capitals and numerals not less 
than three thirty-seconds of an inch 
high. This label may be combined with 
the label required by S4.5.1(b) of this 
standard to appear on the sun visor. If 
some regular maintenance or 
replacement of the inflatable restraint 
system(s) in a vehicle is recommended 
by the vehicle manufacturer, the 
owner’s manual shall also set forth the 
recommended schedule for maintenance 
or replacement. 

(b) Label on sun visor above front 
outboard seating position equipped with 
inflatable restraint system. Each front 
outboard seating position that provides 
an inflatable restraint shall have a label 
permanently affixed to the sun visor for 


such seating position on either side of 
the sun visor, at the manufacturer’s 
option. This label shall read: 

For maximum safety protection in all 
types of crashes, you must always 
wear your safety belt. 

Do not install rearward-facing child 
seats in any front passenger seat 
position. 

Do not sit or lean unnecessarily close to 
the air bag. 

Do not place any objects over the air bag 
or between the air bag and yourself. 
See the owner’s manual for further 
information and explanations. 

(c) Information to appear in owner's 
manual. The owner’s manual for any 
vehicle equipped with an inflatable 
restraint system shall include a 
description of the vehicle’s air bag 
system in an easily understandable 
format. The owner’s manual shall 
include a statement to the effect that the 
vehicle is equipped with an air bag and 
a lap/shoulder belt at one or both front 
outboard seating positions, and that the 
air bag is a supplemental restraint at 
those seating positions. The information 
should emphasize that all occupants, 
including the driver, should always 
wear their seat belts whether or not an 
air bag is also provided at their seating 
position to minimize the risk of severe 
injury or death in the event of a crash. 
The owner’s manual shall also provide 
any necessary precautions regarding the 
proper positioning of occupants, 
including children, at seating positions 
equipped with air bags to ensure 
maximum safety protection for those 
occupants. The owner's manual shall 
also explain that no objects should be 
placed over or near the label identifying 
the air bag on the steering wheel and 
instrument panel, because any such 
objects could cause harm if the vehicle 
is in a crash severe enough to cause the 
air bag to inflate. 
***** 

6. A new Si2 would be added to 
Standard No. 208 to read as follows: 

S12. Temporary Exemption from 
Requirement for Inflatable Restraint 
System. 

512.1 Scope. This section 
establishes procedures for filing and 
processing applications for temporary 
exemption from the requirements in this 
standard that vehicles be equipped with 
inflatable restraint systems. 

512.2 Definitions. 

"Line" means a name that a 

manufacturer applies to a group of 
motor vehicles of the same make whicn 
have the same body or chassis, or 
otherwise are similar in construction or 
design. A "line" may, for example, 
include 2-door, 4-door, station wagon, 
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and hatchback vehicles of the same 
make, 

SI 2.3 Standard of review. In order to 
receive a temporary exemption from the 
inflatable restraint requirement, a 
vehicle manufacturer mu^ demonstrate 
in its application that there has been a 
disruption in the supply of one or more 
inflatable restraint system components, 
or a disruption in the use and 
installation by the manufacturer of any 
such component due to unavoidable 
events not under the control of the 
manufacturer, which will prevent a 
manufacturer from meeting its 
anticipated production volume of 
vehicles with inflatable restraint 
systems. 

512.4 Exemption applications — 
General requirements. Each application 
for a temporary exemption from the 
inflatable restraint requirements must— 

(a) Be written in the English language; 

(b) Be submitted in three copies to: 
Administrator, National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration, 400 
Seventh Street, SW., Washington, DC 
20590; 

(c) State the full name and address of 
the manufacturer, the nature of its 
organization (individual, partnerships 
corporation, etc.), and the name of the 
State or country under the laws of 
which it is organized; 

(d) Identify the motor vehicle line or 
lines for which the temporary 
exemption is being sought; 

(e) Set forth in ^11 the data, views, 
and arguments of the manufacturer that 
would support granting the temporary 
exemption, including the specific 
information required by S12.5; and 

(f) Specify and segregate any part of 
the information and data submitted in 
the application that should be withheld 
from public disclosure in accordance 
with Part 512 of this chapter, 

512.5 Exemption applications — 
Specific content requirements. Each 
application for a temporary exemption 
from the inflatable restraint requirement 
must include: 

(a) A clear and specific identification 
of any component in the inflatable 
restraint system that has become 
unavailable due to circumstances 
froyond the manufacturer’s control, and 
a diagram showing the location of sudi 
component within the restraint system 
and within the vehicle; 

(b) A clear and specific explanation of 
the cause or causes of the disruption in 
the supply of the component, and a 
showing that such disruption is beyond 
the control of the manufacturer; 

(c) estimate of the length of time 
that will be needed to correct the 
disruption and again incorporate the 


subject components into current 
production; 

(d) A complete statement of the bases 
for the manufacturer’s belief that 
NHTSA should grant a temporary 
exemption in response to this 
application; 

(e) An unconditional statement by the 
manufacturer that an inflatable restraint 
system will be installed in every vehicle 
at those seating positions for which a 
temporary exemption is requested in the 
application; and 

(f) A proposed reasonable period of 
time after the disruption in the supply 
of inflatable restraint system 
components is ccKrect^ that the 
manufacturer estimates will ensure a 
sufficient quantity of components for 
both anticipated production and retrofit 
of those vehicles for which a temporary 
exemption is requested in the 
application, so that the vehicle 
manufacturer can recall those vehicles 
for whidi a temporary exemption is 
requested and install inflatable restraint 
systems in them, tc^ether with a 
demon^ration of why the manufacturer 
believes this proposed period of time is 
reasonable for completing this recall. 

Si 2,6 Processing an application for 
a temporal^ exemption, 

(a) NHToA will process any 
application for temporary exemption 
that contains the information specified 
in Si 2.4 and S12.S. If an application 
fails to provide the information 
specified in S12.4 and Sl2,5, NHTSA 
will not process the application, but 
will advise the manufacturer of the 
information that must be provided if the 
is to process the application, 
otice of each application for 
temporary exemption shall be published 
in the Federal Register, 

(c) NHTSA will issue its decision to 
grant or deny die requested temporary 
exemption not later than 60 days after 
the agency receives a complete petition, 
as defined in para^ph (a). 

(d) Notice of ea^ Decision to grant or 
deny a temporary exemption, and the 
reasons for granting or denying it, will 
be published in the Federal Register. 
Such decisions will be the final agency 
action on those applications, so no 
petitions for reconsideration of such 
decisions will be processed or 
considered by Ihe agency. 

(e) Unless a later effective date is 
specified in a notice announcing an 
agency decision to grant a temporary 
exemption, a temporary exemption from 
the inflatable restraint requirement will 
become effective upon the date the 
decision is published in the Federal 
Register, 

S12,7 Labels and written notice 
announcing temporary exemption. 


512.7.1 It shall be a condition of 
every temporary exemption from the 
inflatable restraint requirement that the 
manufacturer of exempted vehicles 
comply with the provisions of Si2.7.2 
and S12.7.3. 

512.7.2 (a) The manufacturer of any 
vehicle granted a temporary exemption 
from the inflatable restraint requirement 
shall affix a label within the passenger 
compartment of such vehicle. The label 
shall set forth the following information 
in block capital letters and numerals not 
less than three thirty-seconds of an inch 
high: 

THIS VEHICLE DOES NOT CONTAIN AN 
AIR BAG IN CONFORMANCE WITH THE 
FEDERAL MOTOR VEHICLE SAFETY 
STANDARD FOR OCCUPANT CRASH 
PROTECTION, rr WAS EXEMPTED 
PURSUANT TO NHTSA EXEMPTION NO. 
(insert number assigned by NHTSA). 

(b) This label shall not be removed 
until after the vehicle manufacturer has 
recalled the vehicle and installed an 
inflatable restraint system at those 
seating positions for which it was 
granted an exemption. 

(c) Removal of the label by the 
manufacturer or any of its dealers or 
distributors shall constitute a 
certification that the vehicle complies in 
full with the inflatable restraint system 
requirement of this standard. 

512.7.3 The manufacturer of any 
vehicle that is delivered without an 
inflatable restraint system, pursuant to a 
temporary exemption granted under this 
section, shall, at the time of delivery of 
the vehicle, provide a written notice to 
the dealer to whom the vehicle is 
delivered and to the first purchaser of 
the vehicle for purposes other than 
resale. Such notice shall provide the 
following information: 

(a) This vehicle does not conform to 
Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standard 
No. 208, because it is not equipped with 
an inflatable restraint at (insert the 
affected seating positions). 

(b) The vehicle was allowed to be sold 
pursuant to NHTSA Exemption No. 
(insert appropriate exemption number). 

(c) The reason this vehicle was 
exempted from the requirement for an 
inflatable restraint was because of 
factors beyond the manufacturer’s 
control. 

(d) The manufacturer will recall this 
vehicle not later than (insert the time set 
forth in the exemption) and install the 
missing inflatable restraint at no charge. 

(e) If the reader has any questions or 
would like some further information, he 
or she may contact the manufacturer at 
(insert an address %nd telephone 
number). 

• « * • • 
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PART 585—{AMENDED] 

7. The authority citation for Part 585 
would continue to read as follows: 

Authority: 15 U.S.C. 1392,1401,1407; 
delegation of authority at 49 CFR 1.50. 

8. Section 585.1 would be revised to 
read as follows: 

$565.t Scope. 

This part establishes requirements for 
manufacturers of passenger cars to 
submit reports, and to maintain records 
related to the reports, concerning the 
number of cars equipped with inflatable 
restraint systems in compliance with the 
requirement of S4.1.5.2 of Standard No. 
208, Occupant Crash Protection (49 CFR 

571.208) . This part also establishes 
requirements for manufacturers of 
trucks, buses, and multipurpose 
passenger vehicles with a gross vehicle 
weight rating (GVWR) of 8,500 pounds 
or less and an unloaded vehicle weight 
of 5,500 pounds or less to submit 
reports, and to maintain records related 
to the reports, concerning the number of 
such vehicles equipped with automatic 
crash protection in compliance with the 
requirements of S4.2.5 of Standard No. 
208 and the number of such vehicles 
equipped with inflatable restraint 
systems in compliance with the 
requirement of S4.2,6.1 of Standard No. 
208. 

9. Section 585.2 would be revised to 
read as follows: 

§585.2 Purpose. 

The purpose of these reporting 
requirements is to aid the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration 
in determining whether a vehicle 
manufacturer has complied with the 
requirements of Standard No. 208, 
Occupant Crash Protection (49 CFR 

571.208) to install automatic crash 
protection in specified percentages of 
the manufacturer's annual production 
and to install an inflatable restraint 
system that provides automatic crash 
protection in a speciBed percentage of 
the manufacturer's annual production. 

to. Section 585.3 would oe revised to 
read as follows: 

§585.3 Applicability. 

This part applies to manufacturers of 
passenger cars and to manufacturers of 
trucks, buses, and multipurpose 
passenger vehicles with a GVWR of 
8,500 pounds or less and an unloaded 
vehicle weight of 5,500 pounds or less. 

11. Section 585.5 would be revised to 
read as follows: 

§ 585.5 Reporting requirennents. 

(a) General reporting requirements — 
Passenger cars. Within 60 days after the 


end of the production year ending 
August 31.1997, each manufacturer that 
manufactured any passenger cars for 
sale in the United States shall submit a 
report to the National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration concerning its 
compliance with the requirement of 
Standard No. 208 (49 CFR 571.208) for 
installation of inflatable restraint 
systems that provide automatic crash 
protection in 95 percent of its cars 
manufactured during that production 
year. 

(b) General reporting requirements — 
Light trucks, buses, and multipurpose 
passenger vehicles. 

(1) Automatic crash protection. 

Within 60 days alter the end of the 
production years ending August 31, 
1995, August 31.1996, and August 31. 

1997, each manufacturer that 
manufactured any trucks, buses, or 
multipurpose passenger vehicles with a 
GVWR of 8,500 pounds or less and an 
unloaded vehicle weight of 5,500 
pounds or less during the production 
year (other than walk-in van-type 
trucks, vehicles designed to be sold 
exclusively to the U.S. Postal Service, 
vehicles manufactured in two or more 
stages, or vehicles that were altered after 
previously having been certified in 
accordance with part 567 of this 
chapter) shall submit a report to the 
National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration concerning its 
compliance with the requirements of 
Standard No. 208 (49 CFR 571.208) for 
installation of automatic crash 
protection in such vehicles 
manufactured during that production 
year. This report need not be filed by 
any manufacturer whose production 
consists exclusively of: 

(1) Vehicles manufactured in two or 
more stages; 

(ii) Walk-in van-type trucks; 

(iii) Vehicles designed to be sold 
exclusively to the U.S. Postal Service; 
and/or 

(iv) Vehicles that are altered after 
previously having been certified in 
accordance with part 567 of this 
chapter. 

(2) Inflatable restraint system that 
provides automatic crash protection. 
Within 60 days after the end of the 
production year ending August 31, 

1998, each manufacturer that 
manufactured any trucks, buses, or 
multipurpose passenger vehicles with a 
GVWR of 8,500 pounds or less and an 
unloaded vehicle weight of 5,500 
pounds or less during the production 
year (other than walk-in van-type trucks 
or vehicles designed to be sold 
exclusively to the U.S. Postal Service) 
shall submit a report to the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration 


concerning its compliance with the 
requirements of Standard No. 208 (49 
CFR 571.208) for installation of 
inflatable restraint systems that provide 
automatic crash protection in 80 percent 
of such vehicles manufactured during 
that production year. This report need 
not be filed by any manufacturer whose 
production consists exclusively of: 

(i) Walk-in van-type trucks; and/or 

(ii) Vehicles designed to be sold 
exclusively to the U.S. Postal Service. 

(c) Each report submitted in 
compliance with paragraphs (a), (b){l), 
or (b)(2) of this section shall: 

(1) Identify the manufacturer; 

(2) State the full name, address, and 
title of the official responsible for 
preparing the report: 

(3) Identify the production year for 
which the report is filed; 

(4) Provide the information specified 
in paragraph (d) of this section; 

(5) Be written in the English language; 

(6) Be submitted to: Administrator, 
National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration, 400 Seventh Street, 
SW.. Washington, DC 20590; and 

(7) (i) In the case of a report filed 
pursuant to paragraph (a) of this section, 
expressly state whether the 
manufacturer has complied with the 
requirement of S4.1.5.2 of Standard No. 
208 (§ 571.208 of this chapter); 

(ii) In the case of a report filed 
pursuant to paragraph (b)(1) of this 
section, expressly state whether the 
manufacturer has complied with the 
requirements of S4.2.5 of Standard No. 
208 (§ 571.208 of this chapter); and 

(iii) In the case of a report filed 
pursuant to paragraph (b)(2) of this 
section, expressly state whether the 
manufacturer has complied with the 
requirements of S4.2.6.1 of Standard No. 
208 (§ 571.208 of this chapter). 

(d) Report content. 

(1) Passenger cars. 

(i) Basis for phase-in production 
goals. Each manufacturer shall report 
the total^number of passenger cars it 
manufactured for sale in the United 
States for the production year ending 
August 31,1997. 

(ii) Production. Each manufacturer 
shall report the number of passenger 
cars manufactured for sale in the United 
States for the production year ending 
August 31,1997 that it certified as 
complying with S4.1.5.1(a) of Standard 
No, 208 (§ 571.208 of this chapter) 
because they were equipped with an 
inflatable restraint system that provided 
automatic crash protection at both the 
driver's and the right front passenger s 
seating position. 

(iii) Vehicles produced by more than 
one manufacturer. Each manufacturer 
whose reporting of information is 
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affected by one or more of the express 
written contracts permitted by 
S4.1. 5.2.2 of § 571.208 of this chapter 
shall: 

(A) Report the existence of each such 
contract, including the names of all 
parties to the contract, and explain how 
the contract affects the report being 
filed; and 

(B) Report the number of cars covered 
by each such contract. 

(2) Trucks, buses, and multipurpose 
passenger vehicles. 

(i) Automatic crash protection. 

(A) Basis for pbase-in production 
goals. Each manufacturer shall report 
the number of trucks, buses, and 
multipurpose passenger vehicles with a 
GV\VR of 8,500 pounds or less and an 
unloaded vehicle weight of 5,500 
pounds or less that it manufactured for 
sale in the United States for each of the 
three preceding production years, or. at 
the manufacturer’s option, for the 
production year for which the report is 
filed. A manufacturer that did not 
manufacture any trucks, buses, or 
multipurpose passenger vehicles with a 
GVWR of 8,500 pounds or less and an 
unloaded vehicle weight of 5,500 
pounds or less during each of the three 
preceding production years must report 
the number of trucks, buses, or 
multipurpose passenger vehicles with a 
GVWR of 8,500 pounds or less and an 
unloaded vehicle weight of 5,500 
pounds or less it manufactured during 
the production year for which the report 
is filed. However, manufacturers are not 
required to report any information with 
respect to those vehicles that are 
manufactured in two or more stages, 
walk-in van-type trucks, vehicles 
designed to be sold exclusively to the 
U.S. Postal Service, and/or vehicles that 
are altered after previously having been 
certified in accordance with part 567 of 
this chapter. 

(B) Production. Each manufacturer 
shall report for the production year for 
which the report is filed, and for each 
preceding production year, to the extent 
that trucks, buses, and multipurpose 
passenger vehicles produced during the 
preceding production years are treated 
under § 571.208 of this chapter as 
having been produced during the 
production period for which the report 
is filed, the information specified in 
paragraphs (d)(2){i)(B)(l) through 
lu)(2)(i)(B)(3) of this section, inclusive, 
with respect to its trucks, buses, and 
rnultipurpose passenger vehicles with a 
GWR of 8,500 pounds or less and an 
unloaded vehicle weight of 5,500 
pounds or less. 

Jhe number of those vehicles 
certified as complying with S4. 1 . 2.1 of 
J>tandard No. 208 (49 CFR 571.208) 


because they are equipped with 
automatic seat belts and the seating 
positions at which those belts are 
installed; 

(2) The number of those vehicles 
certified as complying with S4.1.2.1 of 
Standard No. 208 (49 CFR 571.208) 
because they are equipped with air bags 
and the seating positions at which those 
air bags are installed; and 

(3) The number of those vehicles 
certified as complying with S4.1.2.1 of 
Standard No. 208 (49 CFR 571.208) 
because they are equipped with other 
forms of automatic crash protection, 
which forms of automatic crash 
protection shall be described, and the 
seating positions at which those forms 
of automatic crash protection are 
installed. 

(C) Vehicles produced by more than 
one manufacturer. Each manufacturer 
whose reporting of information is 
affected by one or more of the express 
written contracts permitted by 
S4.2. 5.6.2 of § 571.208 of this chapter 
shall: 

(1) Report the existence of each such 
contract, including the names of all 
parties to the contract, and explain how 
the contract affects the report being 
filed; and 

[2) Report the number of vehicles 
covered by each such contract. 

(ii) Inflatable restraint system that 
provides automatic crash protection. 

(A) Basis for phase-in production 
goals. Each manufacturer shall report 
the total number of trucks, buses, and 
multipurpose passenger vehicles with a 
GVWR of 8,500 pounds or less and an 
unloaded vehicle weight of 5,500 
pounds or less that it manufactured for 
sale in the United States for the 
production year ending August 31, 

1998. However, manufacturers are not 
required to report any information with 
respect to those vehicles that are walk- 
in van-type trucks, and/or vehicles 
designed to be sold exclusively to the 
U.S. Postal Service. 

(B) Production. Each manufacturer 
shall report the number of trucks, buses, 
and multipurpose passenger vehicles 
with a GVWR of 8,500 pounds or less 
and an unloaded vehicle weight of 5,500 
pounds that it manufactured for sale in 
the United States for the production 
year ending August 31,1998 that it 
certified as complying with S4.1.5.1(a) 
of Standard No. 208 (§ 571.208 of this 
chapter) because they were equipped 
with an inflatable restraint system that 
provided automatic crash protection. 

(C) Vehicles produced by more than 
one manufacturer. Each manufacturer 
whose reporting of information is 
affected by one or more of the express 
written contracts permitted by 


S4.2.6.1.2 of § 571.208 of this chapter 
shall: 

{!) Report the existence of each such 
contract, including the names of all 
parties to the contract, and explain how 
the contract affects the report being 
filed; and 

[2] Report the number of vehicles 
covered by each such contract. 

12. Section 585.6 would be revised to 
read as follows: 

§ 585.6 Records. 

Each manufacturer shall maintain 
records of the vehicle identification 
number and type of automatic crash 
protection for each vehicle for which 
information was reported under § 585.5 
until December 31,1999. 

Issued on December 8,1992. 

Barry Feirice, 

Associate Administrator for Rulemaking. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
Fish and Wildlife Service 

50 CFR Part 17 
RIN 1018-AB8d 

Endangered and Threatened Wildlife 
and Plants; Proposed Endangered 
Status for Ten Plants and Threatened 
Status for Two Plants From Serpentine 
Habitats In the San Francisco Bay 
Region of California 

AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service. 
Interior. 

ACTION: Proposed rule. 

SUMMARY: The U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (Service) proposes endangered 
status pursuant to the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act) 
for 10 plants: Castilleja neglecta 
(Tiburon paintbrush), Ceanothus 
ferrisae (coyote ceanothus), Cirsium 
fontinale var. fontinale (fountain 
thistle), Clarkia franciscana (Presidio 
clarkia), Cordylanthus tenuis ssp. 
capillaris (Pennell’s bird’s beak), 
Dudleya setchellii (Santa Clara Valley 
dudleys), Eriophyllum latilobum (San 
Mateo woolly sunflower), Pentachaeta 
bellidiflora (white-rayed pentachaeta), 
Streptanthus albidus ssp. albidus 
(Metcalf Canyon jewelflower), and 
Streptanthus niger (Tiburon 
jewelflower). The Service also proposes 
threatened status for two plants, 
Calochortus tiburonensis (Tiburon 
mariposa lily) and Hesperolinon 
congestum (Marin dwarf-flax). These 
species are restricted to serpentine soil 
outcrops in the area near the San 
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Francisco Bay, California. The 12 plants 
have been affected variously and are 
threatened by one or more of the 
following: Urbanization, pedestrian and 
off-road vehicular traffic, the invasion of 
alien plants, road maintenance, soil 
erosion and slipping, unauthorized 
dumping, livestock grazing, seed 
predation by beetles, and stochastic 
extinction by virtue of the small isolated 
nature of the remaining populations. 
This proposal, if made final, would 
implement the Federal protection and 
recovery provisions afforded by the Act 
for these plants. The Service seeks data 
and comments from the public on this 
proposal. 

DATES: Comments from all interested 
parties must be received by February 12, 
1993. Public hearing requests must be 
received by January 28, 1993. 

ADDRESSES: Comments and materials 
concerning this proposal should be sent 
to the Field Supervisor. U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, 2800 Cottage Way, 
room E-1803, Sacramento. California 
95825-1646. Comments and materials 
received will be available for public 
inspection, by appointment, during 
normal business hours at the above 
address. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Jeanine L. Hardison at 916/978-4866 
(see ADDRESSES section). 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Background 

Cordyianthus ienuis ssp. copillaris, 
Calocbortus tiburonensis, Castilleja 
neglecia, Streptanthus, niger, Clarkia 
franciscana, Cirsium fontinale var. 
foniinale, Eriophylluw latiJobum, 
Hesperolinon congestum, Pentachaeta 
beUidiflora, Ceanothus ferrisae, Dvdleyo 
setcheUii, and Streptanthus oibidus ssp. 
aibidus are endemic to serpentine soils 
in the region of the San Francisco Bay 
in California. Serpentine soils are 
derived from ultramafic rocks such as 
serpentinite, dunite. and peridotite, 
which are found in discontinuous 
outcrops in the Sierra Nevada and in the 
Coast lunges from Santa Barbara 
County. California, to British Columbia. 
The chief constituent of the parent rock 
is some variant of iron-magnesium 
silicate. Most serpentine soils are 
formed in place over the parent rock, 
and are therefore sliallow, rocky, and 
highly erodible. Serpentine soils also, 
because of the parent material, tend to 
have high concentrations of magnesium, 
chromium, and nickel, and low 
concentrations of calcium, nitrogen, 
potassium, and phosphorus (Kruckd^eig 
1984). These characteristics make 
serpentine soil inhospitable for the 
growth of most plants. Nevertheless, 


some plants have adapted to the rigors 
of life on serpentine soils. In fact, 
serpentine soils often support a high 
diversity of plants, including many rare 
species (McC^en 1988). Over 200 taxa 
in California are endemic (restricted) to 
sementine soils (Kruckebeig 1984). 

^rpentine soils in the San Francisco 
Bay region are derived from intrusive 
igneous rocks associated with fault 
zones in the sedimentary Franciscan 
formation. Outcrops occur south of the 
Bay in the Coyote Valley of Santa Clara 
County; west of the Bay at Edgewood 
County Park, near Crystal Springs 
Reservoir, and at Stanford University's 
Jasper Ridge Preserve in San Mateo 
County, and at the Presidio in San 
Francisco County; east of the Bay in the 
Oakland hills of Alameda County and at 
Mt. Diablo in Contra Costa County; end 
north of the Bay on the Tiburon 
Peninsula in eastern Marin County and 
at Mt. Tamalpais. Carson Ridge, and 
near Nicasio Reservoir in western Marin 
County, as well as in Sonoma and Napa 
Counties. 

Serpentine soils are variable in soil 
chemistry, texture, and water 
availability, both within and between 
sites (McCarten 19fl7b). This variability 
and the variety of micro-climates in the 
San Francisco Bay region have a 
profound effect upon the local flora and 
vegetation. Several serpentine plant 
communities are found in the 
Francisco Bay region (McCarten 1987b). 
Grassland and annual forb communities 
(serpentine bunchgrass grassland and 
serpentine wildflower field) tend to 
occur on level ground or on gentle 
slopes with soils to 1 meter (m) (3 feet 
(ft)) or more in depth. Shrub 
communities (Franciscan serpentine 
coastal scrub, mixed serpentine 
chaparral, and Sargent cypress 
woodlands) tend to occur on steep rocky 
slopes with shallow soils. In some areas, 
soil development is minimal and parent 
rock is extensively exposed. These 
serpentine barrens support a distinctive 
community composed of only a few 
species, usually growing at low 
densities. Another unique habitat on 
serpentine soils occurs near seasonal 
springs and seeps, which support 
species requiring moist soil. Most of the 
12 species proposed in this rule occur 
in the serpentine bunchgrass grassland 
and serpentine wildflower field 
communities. Cirsium fontinale var. 
fontinale occurs in serpentine seep 
areas. Cordyianthus tenuis ssp. 
capiUoris and Ceanothus feirisae occur 
in chaparral, as do a few populations of 
Hesperolinon congestum. Dudleya 
setcheUh and Streptanthus aibidus ssp. 
aibidus are found on serpentine barrens. 
Eriophyllum latilobum grows on 


serpentine-influenced soil in the coast 
live oak woodland community. 

Serpentine endemics may have 
limited or widespread distributions. 
Some species are restricted to a single 
outcrop; others occur on serpentine 
soils within a particular region; a few 
species occur throughout almost the 
entire range of serpentine soils in 
California (Kruck^eig 1984). Of the 
taxa proposed in this rule, one 
{Calocbortus tiburonensis] is thought to 
always have been restricted to the single 
outcrop on which it occurs. Others, 
including Cordyianthus tenuis ssp. 
copillaris, Streptanthus niger, 
Eriophyllum latilobum, Dudleya 
setcheliii, and Streptanthus aibidus, ssp 
aibidus, have a known historical range 
of only a few miles or less. The widest 
ranging species in historic times was 
Pentachaeta heJlidiflora, which 
occurred from Marin County to Santa 
Cruz County. It is now restricted to a 
single population as a result of habitat 
destruction. 

The human population of the San 
Francisco Bay region has grown rapidly 
over the last several decades. Urban 
development (including highway 
constmction) has reduced the amount of 
serpentine habitat by nearly 20 percent 
in the past 20 years (McCarten 1987b). 
The construction of roads, houses, 
recreational facilities, and waste 
disposal sites continues. The increasing 
numbers of people also place an ever 
greater strain on undeveloped 
wildlands, through activities such as 
pedestrian and off-road vehicle traffic, 
unauthorized garbage dumping, and 
changes in the pattern of wildland fires. 
Serpentine habitats, because of their 
often limited vegetative cover, may 
appear to the uninitiated as unoccupied 
space, and so they are especially likely 
to be subject to disturbances. 
Recreational activities may directly 
impact plants; or may result in 
increased erosion and facilitate the 
invasion of alien species including 
many introduced annual grasses 
common in California. Competition 
with introduced species is a serious 
threat to serpentine natives (McCarten 
1987b). The destruction of serpentine 
habitats due to urban development has 
also increased the fragmentation of rare 
plant populations, thus increasing the 
risks of extinction due to chancy events 
such as fire, pest or disease outbreaks, 
reproductive failure, or other natural or 
human-caused disaster. 

The land that supports these 12 taxa 
is owned by cities and counties, State 
and Federal agencies, parks, two water 
districts and private parties. 
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Discussion of the Twelve Species 
Proposed for Listing 


North Bay Species 
Cordylanthus tenuis ssp. capillaris 
(Penneirs bird’s beak) v^as collected by 
Herbert Mason about 3 kilometers (km) 

(2 miles) north of Occidental in Sonoma 
County, California, in 1946. Francis 
Whittier Pennell described the plant as 
Cordylanthus capillaris in 1950, using 
Mason’s specimen as the type (Pennell 
1950). Pennell was misled by an 
erroneous label to think that the plants 
had been collected in Merced County 
(Bacigalupi 1966), which may have 
affected his treatment of the taxon 
(Chuang and Heckard 1986). Artificial 
hybridization studies of C. brunneus 
and C. capillaris (Chuang and Heckard 
1975) showed a close relationship 
between the two plants. The name C. 
brunneus ssp. capillaris was proposed 
for C. capillaris by Chuang and Heckard 
(Heckard 1977) but was never formally 
published. In 1986 Chuang and Heckard 
published a revision of the genus, in 
which both C, brunneus and C. 
capillaris were treated as subspecies of 
C. tenuis (Chuang and Heckard 1986). 

Cordylanthus tenuis ssp. capillaris is 
a branching herbaceous annual of the 
snapdragon family (Scrophulariaceae). 
The plant grows 39-40 centimeters (cm) 
(12-16 indies (in)) tall, with yellow- 
green hairless herbage that becomes 
purplish with age. Tlie leaves are entire, 
or those of the primary stem three- 
parted, and threadlike. The floral bracts 
are three-parted up to two-thirds of their 
length, with fine marginal hairs on 
bracts and calyx. The tubular corolla is 
1.5 cm (0.6 in) long, and garnet-brown 
laterally, paler dorsally. Each capsule 
contains i0~16 seeds. The three-lobed 
outer bracts of Cordylanthus tenuis ssp. 
capillaris distinguish it from its nearest 
relative (C. tenuis ssp. brunneus] and 
from C. pilosus, another Cordylanthus 
found in the area. A further 
distinguishing character is that C 
pilosus is densely hairy throughout. 

Cordylanthus tenuis ssp. capillaris is 
known only from two locations: the type 
locality in western Sonoma County and 
a second occurrence a few miles to the 


'vest. A third population may occur on 
property adjacent to the second 
location, but permission for botanical 
surveys on that property has been 
consistently refused (Betty Guggolz, 
Milo Baker Chapter, California Native 
Ham Society, pers. comm., 1992). The 
total number of plants fluctuates from 
year to year, as is typical of annual 
plants. C. tenuis ssp. capillaris is 
reatened with potential residential 
evelopment, garbage dumping, and 
roadside maintenance. 


Calochortus tiburonensis (Tiburon 
mariposa lily) was discovered in 1971 
by Robert West on Ring Mountain on 
the Tiburon Peninsula in Marin County, 
California. Albert Hill collected the type 
specimen on Ring Mountain the 
following year, and published the 
description in 1973 (Hill 1973). 

Calochortus tiburonensis is a bulbous 
perennial of the lily family (Liliaceae) 
with a single pfrsistent, basal, linear- 
oblong leaf 30-60 cm (1-2 ft) long. The 
flowering stem, about 50 cm (20 in) tall, 
is usually branched and bears erect 
flowers in twos or threes at the ends of 
the branches. The three petals and three 
sepals are light yellow-green with 
reddish or purplish-brown markings. 

The capsule is triangular in cross- 
section, and about 4 cm (2 in) long. The 
long slender hairs on the upper surface 
and margins of the petals and the lack 
of wings on the capsule distinguish 
Calochortus triburonensis from the 
other two Calochortus species found on 
the Tiburon Peninsula, C. umbellatus 
and C. luteus, 

Calochortus tiburonensis is known 
only from its type locality, where it 
grows on rocky serpentine slopes among 
annual and perennial herbs and grasses. 
The population, estimated at 40,000 
individuals in 1991 (Larry Serpa. The 
Nature Conservancy, pers. comm., 

1992), occurs on land which has been 
owned and managed by The Nature 
Conservancy since 1982. The 
occurrence of this plant in a single 
population and its proximity to human 
population centers and intensive 
development activities renders it 
vulnerable to catastrophic events such 
as fire, disease or pest outbreak, severe 
drought, or other natural or human- 
caused disasters. 

The type specimen of Costilleja 
neglecta (Tiburon paintbrush) was 
collected by Katherine Brandegee in the 
early 1900s. The plant was described by 
Zeile (1925) in Willis Jepson’s Manual 
of the Flowering Plants of California, 

Costilleja neglecta is a semi-woody 
perennial of the snapdragon family 
tScrophulariaceae), with erect, branched 
stems 30-60 cm (1-2 ft) tall and a sparse 
covering of soft, spreading hairs. The 
lance-shaped leaves have one or two 
pairs of narrow lobes. The conspicuous 
floral bracts are yellowish and 
sometimes red-tipped; the flowers are 
yellow to red and 18-20 millimeters 
(mm) (0.7-0.8 in) long. The simple 
(unbranched) hairs and the lack of 
glands below the inflorescence 
distinguish C. neglecta from other 
species of Costilleja on the Tiburon 
Peninsula (C. latifolia var. rubra and C, 
foliosa) (Howell 1970). 


Costilleja neglecta occurs in 
serpentine bunchgrass communities on 
north to west facing slopes. It is known 
from four populations in Marin County, 
three of which occur on the Tiburon 
Peninsula, and one population in Napa 
County. The range of this plant is 
approximately 50 km (30 miles) from 
east to west, and 35 km (22 miles) from 
north to south. Population sizes are 
small, ranging from 50 plants at a 
location in western Marin County 
(Martin 1991) to 600 plants at Ring 
Mountain Preserve on the Tiburon 
Peninsula (Hunter 1989a). A total of 
approximately 1,500 plants exist. The 
Marin County populations are 
threatened by residential development, 
foot traffic, grazing, and soil slumping; 
the Napa County population is 
threatened by gravel mining and 
grazing. 

Streptanthus niger (Tiburon 
jewelflower) w^as described by Edward 
L. Greene, who cited as the type a 
specimen he had collected at St. 

Hilary’s Church in the town of Tiburon 
in Marin County (Greene 1886a). Greene 
later redefined the limits of Euclisia, 
formerly a subgenus of Streptanthus, 
treating it as a genus in its own right 
(Greene 1904). Streptanthus niger, as a 
member of the Euclisia group, was thus 
referred to as Euclisia niger. Jepson 
(1925) returned Euclisia to subsection 
status, and later authors followed his 
treatment. Munz treated S. niger as a 
subspecies of S. glandulosus in A 
California Flora (1959), and then 
returned it to S. niger in his supplement 
(1968), following Kruckeberg (1958). 

Streptanthus niger is an annual herb 
of the mustard family (Brassicac6ae) that 
reaches 30-60 cm (1-2 ft) in height. The 
lower leaves are toothed, the upper 
leaves less toothed or not at all. The 
sepals are a very dark purple; the petals 
have a purple claw and a white blade 
with a purple midvein. The zig-zag 
inflorescence pattern and the lack of 
hairs distinguish S. niger from its near 
relative S. glandulosus. 

Streptanthus niger is found on 
shallow rocky serpentine soils on 
southwest-facing slopes on the Tiburon 
Peninsula of Marin County. Two 
populations are known from the 
southern end of the peninsula where 
they occur within 3 km (2 miles) of one 
another. Populations number from 50 to 
2,000 plants (Hunter 1989b; Andrew 
Allen, Belvedere-Tiburon Landmarks 
Society, in litt., 1991). The plant is 
threatened by residential development, 
foot traffic, and road construction. 

Central Bay Species 

The type specimen of Clarkia 
franciscana (Presidio clarkia) was 
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collected by Peter Raven in 1956. C, 
franciscana was described by Harlan 
Lewis and Peter Raven (1958). 

Clarkia franciscana is a slender, erect, 
herbaceous annual of the evening- 
primrose family (Onagraceae) to 40 cm 
(16 in) tall with few, very small and 
narrow leaves. The iavender-pink petals 
have a lighter basal portion and a 
reddish-purple basal spot. The slender 
capsule is 2-4 cm (1-2 in) long. Clarkia 
franciscana can be distinguished from 
Clarkia nibicunda, a related species 
which may occur in the same area, by 
the fact that its petals have irregular 
teeth on the apical margin (C. rubicunda 
has petals that are rounded at the apex). 

Clarkia franciscana is restricted to 
serpentine soils in grassland 
communities in San Francisco and 
Alameda Counties. Two populations are 
known from the Presidio in San 
Francisco. Three populations are known 
from the Oakland Hills in Alameda 
County. 27 km (17 miles) east of San 
Francisco, and all from within 0.6 miles 
of each other. A fourth population in the 
Oakland Hills was reported in 1988 
(California Department of Fish and 
Game, Natural Diversity Data Base), but 
could not be relocated in a search 
conducted in 1991 (David Bigham, East 
Bay Chapter, California Native Plant 
Society, in litt., 1991). Population sizes 
fluctuate greatly; the upper limit to the 
total numbers of plants reported in 
recent years is approximately 8,000 
plants. The first of the Alameda County 
populations was discovered in 1980 at 
the Redwood Regional Park. Because 
this discovery occurred so long after the 
original discovery of the plant, and 
because this population was relatively 
far from the previously known 
population at the Presidio, it was 
suggested that this population might not 
be a natural occurrence. This suggestion 
gained credence from the fact that seed 
collected from the type location in 1964 
had been sown in the East Bay Regional 
Parks Tilden Botanic Garden and plants 
grown there for several years (Roof 
1971). Seed collected from plants at the 
botanic garden had been sown in several 
sites at Ae Presidio in 1972 (Roof 1972). 
It was thought that seed might also have 
been sown at Redwood Regional Park in 
Alameda County. However, an 
electrophoretic comparison of the San 
Francisco and Alameda populations 
“strongly suggests tliat the Oakland 
Hills population did not originate by 
seed transfer from San Francisco, and 
that it must be regarded as indigenous 
to its present locality** (Gottlieb and 
Edwards 1992). C. franciscana is 
threatened by potential development, 
roadside maintenance, foot traffic, 
mowing, competition from alien plants. 


and shade from native and introduced 
shrubs and trees. 

Cirsium fontinale var. fontinaie 
(fountain thistle) was first described as 
Cnicus fontinalis (Greene 1886b). In 
1892 Greene reassigned the plant to the 
genus Carduus (Greene 1892). Willis 
Jepson, in his Flora of Western Middle 
California (1901), put the taxon in the 
genus Cirsium. In 1938 John Thomas 
Howell described a closd^reiative of the 
fountain thistle, Cirsium fontinale var. 
obispoense (Chorro Creek bog thistle) 
(Howell 1938). According to the rules 
for botanical nomenclature, when a new 
variety is described in a species not 
previously divided into infraspecific 
taxa, a “type** variety is automatically 
created. In this case, the type variety is 
C. fontinale var. fontinale. 

Cirsium fontinale var. fontinale is an 
herbaceous perennial of the aster family 
(Asteraceae) with several stout, erect 
reddish stems 30-60 cm (1-2 ft) high. 
The basal leaves are 10-20 cm (4-8 in) 
long with spine-tipped lobes; the leaves 
on the stems are smaller. The flowers 
are dull white to pinkish, becoming 
brown with age. The egg-shaped, 
recurved bracts beneath the fiower head 
distinguish Cirsium fontinale var. 
fontinale from the most similar thistle in 
the area, brownie thistle {Cirsium 
quercetorum). The nearest relative of C. 
fontinale var. fontinale, Cirsium 
fontinale var. obispoense, is found 
further south, in San Luis Obispo 
County. 

Cirsium fontinale var. fontinale is 
restricted to perpetually moist clay 
openings in riparian or serpentine 
chaparral. Historically, this plant 
occurred in both San Mateo and Santa 
Clara Counties, but it is now found in 
only three locations in San Mateo 
County. One population of 1,000-2,800 
plants occurs east of Crystal Springs 
Reservoir, on both sides of Interstate 
280. A second population of 100-200 
plants occurs 10 km (6 miles) to the 
south in the “Triangle area,** a 
triangular piece of land west of 
Edgewood County Park, which is 
bounded by Interstate 280 to the east. 
Edgewood Road on the north, and 
Canada Road on the west. A single plant 
was found in Edgewood County Park in 
1987. In 1992, there was still only one 
plant in this location (Susan Sommers, 
Santa Clara Valley Chapter, California 
Native Plant Society, pers. comm., 

1992). The taxon is threatened by 
proposed recreational development, 
competition with alien plant species, 
garbage dumping, and roadside 
maintenance. 

Eriophyllum latilobum (San Mateo 
woolly sunflower) was first collected by 
Elmer in 1903. The type specimen was 


collected by A.A. Heller in 1907. The 
plant was described by Per Axel 
Rydberg (1915). E. latilobum is believed 
to have originated as a hybrid between 
E. confertiflorum and E. lanatum var. 
arachnoideum (Munz 1959; John 
Mooring, Santa Clara University, pers. 
comm. 1992). 

Eriophyllum latilobum is a bushy 
perennial of the aster family 
(Asteraceae) with leafy stems 30-40 cm 
(12-16 in) high. The upper surfaces of 
the deeply three-cleft leaves are a 
smooth dark green and the lower 
surfaces are covered with densely 
interwoven white hairs. The golden 
flower heads are borne in loose clusters. 
E. latilobum differs from E. 
confertiflorum in having eight ray 
flpwers rather than five, large flower 
heads, and a more 0 {>en inflorescence. 
E. lanatum var. arachnoideum differs 
from the other two species in having 13 
ray flowers and shallowly cleft leaves. 

Eriophyllum latilobum is found in 
shaded moist sites on steep grassy or 
sparsely wooded slopes of serpentine- 
influenced soil. The single remaining 
occurrence of E. latilobum consists of a 
few hundred plants scattered along 4 
km (2.5 miles) of Crystal Springs Road 
in San Mateo County. These 
subpopulations are probably the 
fragments of a once-continuous 
population. E. latilobum has also been 
reported from southern San Mateo 
County, on Pescadero Road southwest of 
La Honda, but this report is most likely 
erroneous. At least one of the specimens 
collected at this site (in 1929) is actually 
Eriophyllum confertiflorum (Barry 
Prigge, University of California, Los 
Angeles herbarium, pers. comm., 1992), 
and searches i.n recent years have found 
only Eriophyllum confertiflorum (Toni 
Corelli, Santa Clara Valley Chapter, 
California Native Plant Society, pers. 
comm., 1992). The plant is threatened 
by erosion and soil slippage, road 
maintenance, garbage dumping, and 
recreational development. 

The type specimen of Hesperolinon 
congestum (Marin dwarf-flax) was 
collected in Marin County by Henry 
Nicholas Bolander in 1863, while 
working on the State Cieological Survey. 
Asa Gray described the new species as 
Linum congestum, including it in the 
section Hesperolinon which he 
described in the same paper (Gray 
1865). J.K. Small (1907J established 
Hesperolinon as a distinct genus in 
1907. Jepson (1925) treated 
Hesperolinon as a section of the genus 
Linum, and treated H. congestum as a 
subspecies of L. californicum. Helen K. 
Sharsmith (1961) conducted an 
extensive study of Hesperolinon and 
concluded that it definitely warrants 
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distinction as a separate genus. She also 
returned H. congestum to the status of 
a species. 

Hesperolinon congestum is an 
herbaceous annual of the flax family 
(Linaceae) with slender, threadlike 
stems, 10-40 cm (4-16 in) tall. The 
leaves are linear. The flowers are home 
in congested clusters; the pedicels are 
0.2-2 mm (.01-.08 in) long. The sepals 
are hairy and the five petals are rose to 
whitish. The anthers are deep pink to 
purple; this character helps distinguish 
H. congestum from H. colifornicum, 
found in the same geographic area, 
which has white to rose anthers, as well 
as hairless sepals. Two other species 
that are found in the same region are H. 
micranthum and H. spergulinum. They 
differ from H. congestum in having 
hairless sepals and a long, open 
inflorescence, with pedicels 2-25 mm 
(.06-1 in) long. 

Hesperolinon congestum is endemic 
to serpentine soils from Marin County 
south to San Mateo County, a range of 
80 km (50 miles). Two populations are 
found in serpentine chaparral; the 
others occur in serpentine bunchgrass 
habitat. There are six populations 
known from Marin County, one from 
San Francisco County, and seven from 
San Mateo County. Populations 
fluctuate in size from hundreds to 
thousands of plants (Robison and Morey 
1992a). The species is threatened with 
residential and recreational 
development, foot traffic, and 
competition from alien species. 

Pentachaeta bellidiflora (white-rayed 
pentachaeta) was first collected in 
1853-54 near Corte Madera by John 
Milton Bigelow, surgeon and botanist 
fora railway route exploration (Van 
Horn 1973). The plant was described as 
Pentachaeta bellidiflora (Greene 1885). 
Keck (1958) transferred the entire genus 
to Ckaetopappa. Van Horn (1973) 
studied Chaetopappa and Pentachaeta 
and concluded that the two genera are 
not closely related. Based on differences 
in floral and vegetative morphology and 
cluomosome number. Van Horn 
reinstated the genus Pentachaeta. 

Pentachaeta bellidiflora is a small 
annual plant of the aster family 
(Asteraceae) with one or a few branches 
that bear narrow, linear leaves. Each 
flower head has numerous yellow disk 
florets and 5 to 16 white to purplish ray 
florets. The fruits are tawny, coarse¬ 
haired achenes (dry one-seeded fruits). 
Related species in the San Francisco 
flay area (P, exilis ssp, exilis and P. 
o^inoides] differ from P. bellidiflora in 
that they have no ray flowers. 

i'entachaeta bellidiflora is known 
Oh y one location, in a serpentine 
hhnchgrass community in San Mateo 


Ckjimty. Historically, P. bellidiflora was 
known from at least nine sites in Marin, 
San Mateo, and Santa Cruz Counties. 

The other populations have been 
destroyed by urbanization, off-road 
vehicles, or highway construction over 
the past 50 years (Robison and Morey 
1992b). As is common among annual 
plants, the size of this population 
fluctuates dramatically from year to 
year. Numbers have ranged from 10,000 
to just under 100 million in the last 10 
years, with about 1.5 million plants 
growing in each of the last 2 years {Zoe 
Chandik, Santa Clara Valley Chapter, 
California Native Plant Society, pers. 
comm., 1992). The species is threatened 
by recreational development. 

South Bay Species 

Ceanothus ferrisae (coyote ceanothus) 
was collected in 1917 by LeRoy Abrams, 
professor of botany at Stanford 
Univerity, on Madrono Springs Road 
above Coyote Creek, in Santa Clara 
County. The species was described in 
1933 by Howard E. McMinn (McMinn 
1933), professor of botany at Mills 
College and author of An Illustrated 
Manual of California Shrubs. 

Ceanothus ferrisae is an erect 
evergreen shrub of the buckthorn family 
(Rhamnaceae) that grows 1-2 m (3-6 ft) 
high, with long stiff divergent branches. 
Its round leaves are dark green and 
hairless on the upper surface, lighter 
green with minute hairs below. The leaf 
margins have short teeth or sometimes 
no teeth at all; the leaf base is abruptly 
tapering or rounded. The small white 
flowers are borne in clusters 1.3-2.5 cm 
(0.5-1 in) long. The seed capsules are 7- 
9 mm (.3-.35 in) in width and have 
three conspicuous apical horns. The 
related C. cuneatus has entire leaves 
with wedge-shaped (not rounded) bases 
and seed capsules only 5-6 mm (.2 in) 
wide. 

Ceanothus ferrisae grows on dry 
slopes in serpentine chaparral. It is 
known from only three locations, all 
within 6 km (4 miles) of each other, in 
Santa Clara County. Fewer than 6,000 
plants are known to exist. It was thought 
at one time to occur in both San Mateo 
and Santa Cruz Counties as well, but 
these reports have been found to be 
erroneous (Corelli 1991). The existing 
populations are threatened by 
residential and recreational 
development and unauthorized 
dumping. 

The type specimen of Dudleya 
setcheliii (Santa Clara Valley dudleya) 
was collected by Willis L. Jepson in 
1896 on Tulare Hill in Santa Clara 
County. He described it as Cotyledon 
laxa ^ar. setcheliii (Jepson 1901). At the 
same time, he described Cotyledon 


caespitosa var. paniculata, which he 
had collected from Morrison Canyon 
near what is now Fremont. Britton and 
Rose (1903) elevated both taxa to full 
species and transferred them to the 
newly-created genus Dudleya. 
Subsequently, Dudleya setcheliii was 
variously treated as Cotyledon setcheliii 
(Fedde 1904), Echeveria setcheliii 
(Nelson and Macbride 1913), and 
Echeveria laxa var. setcheliii (Jepson 
1936). Reid Moran (1959) combined the 
material referred to as Dudleya setcheliii 
and D. paniculata in D. cymosa ssp. 
setcheliii. Kei Nakai (1987) separated 
the two entities into D. cymosa ssp. 
paniculata and D. cymosa ssp. setcheliii 
on the basis of leaf shane, inflorescence 
branching patterns, and pedicel length. 
Jim Bartel contends that D. setcheliii 
should not bo placed within D. cymosa, 
and is in fact intermediate to D. cymosa 
and D. abramsii (Jim Bartel, U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, pers. comm., 

1992). His forthcoming treatment of 
Dudleya retains Nakai’s D. cymosa ssp. 
paniculata and resurrects Britton and 
Rose’s D. setcheliii for the Santa Clara 
Valley dudleya (Bartel in press). 

Dudleya setcheliii is a low-growing 
perennial of the stonecrop family 
(Crassulaceae) with fleshy, glabrous 
leaves. The oblong to triangular, slightly 
glaucous leaves are 3-8 cm (1-3 in) long 
and 7-15 mm (0.3-0.6 in) wide. Two or 
three flowering stems ascend to heights 
of 5-20 cm (2-8 in) in mid to late 
spring. The pale yellow petals are 8-13 
mm (0.3-0.5 in) long. There are two 
related species in the area. D. cymosa 
ssp. cymosa has bright yellow to red 
petals rather than pale yellow, and is 
therefore easily distinguished from D. 
setcheliii with its pale yellow flowers. 

D. cymosa ssp. paniculata can be 
distinguished from D. setcheliii by its 
oblong to oblanceolate leaves (in 
contrast to the oblong-triangular leaves 
of D. setcheliii), its greater degree of 
rebranching of the inflorescence 
branches, and its longer pedicels. 

Dudleya setcheliii is restricted to 
rocky outcrops within serpentine 
grasslands in Santa Clara County. It is 
found only in the Coyote Valley area, 
from San Jose south about 30 km (20 
miles) to San Martin, at elevations of 
100-300 m (300-900 ft). D. cymosa ssp. 
paniculata ranges from Contra Costa 
County to Fresno and Monterey 
Counties; the reports of Moran’s 
combination D. cymosa ssp. setcheliii 
from Alameda, Contra Ckista, and San 
Benito Counties (Munz 1959, Olson and 
Lake 1991) reflect the distribution of D. 
cymosa ssp. paniculata and do not refer 
to D. setcheliii as now recognized. 
Fourteen sites and a total of 12,00(>- 
13,000 plants are known to exist. The 
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plant is threatened by development, 
unauthorized dumping, and off-road 
vehicles. 

Streptanthus albidus ssp. albidus 
(Metcalf Canyon jewelflower) was first 
collected in 1887 by Volney Rattan, a 
botany teacher and author of an early 
California flora, from hillsides a few 
miles south of San Jose. Edward Greene 
described S. albidus ssp. albidus in 
1887 (Greene 1887); later he redefined 
the limits of Euclisia, formerly a 
subgenus of Streptanthus, treating it as 
a genus in its own right (Greene 1904). 

S. albidus ssp. albidus, as a member of 
the Euclisia group, was included in this 
change. Jepson (1925) returned Euclisia 
to subsection status, and later authors 
followed his treatment. Jepson (1925) 
also treated S. albidus ssp. albidus as a 
subspecies of 5. glandulosus. 

Kruckeberg published a revision of the 
Streptanthus glandulosus complex in 
which he recognized the close 
relationships among S. glandulosus, S. 
albidus, and S. n/ger (Kruckeberg 1958). 
In this paper he notes that the “sharp 
genetic discontinuity between S. albidus 
and all other populations, coupled with 
the morphological distinctness and 
regional restriction of S. albidus warrant 
the restoration of this Greeneian 
species.** He recognized two subspecies: 
S. albidus ssp. albidus and S. albidus 
ssp. peramoenus (Kruckeberg 1958). 

Streptanthus albidus ssp. albidus is 
an annual herb of the mustard family 
(Brassicaceae) that reaches up to 1 m (3 
ft) in height. It has bristly hairs at the 
base, and pale green, strongly glaucous 
stem and leaves. The flowers are borne 
in leafless terminal racemes. The upper 
three of the white to yellow to whitish- 
green sepals are fused, with the lower 
(fourth) sepal free and spreading. The 
four petals, 8-11 mm (.3-.4 in) long, are 
whitish with light purple veins. The 
erect flattened pods are 3-8 cm (1-3 in) 
long. The only Streptanthus species 
likely to co-occur with S. albidus ssp. 
albidus is its clo^ relative Streptanthus 
albidus ssp. peramoenus. S. albidus ssp. 
peramoenus is distinguished by its dark 
purple sepals. 

Streptanthus albidus ssp. albidus has 
always been rare. It is endemic to 
serpentine outcrops with little soil 
development. It can be locally 
abundant, but its range is limited, 
extending less than 30 km (20 miles) 
from San Jose south to Anderson Lake, 
which lies northeast of Morgan Hill. 
Furthermore, the serpentine outcrops on 
which S. albidus ssp. albidus occurs are 
patchily distributed and comprise only 
a small percentage of the area within its 
range. Nine populations and a total of 
20,000-25,000 plants have been 
recorded (McC^rten 1992b). The plant is 


threatened by urbanization and off-road 
vehicles. 

Previous Federal Action 

Federal government actions on the 12 
plants began as a result of section 12 of 
the Endangered Species Act (Act) of 
1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et 
seq.), which directed the Secretary of 
the Smithsonian Institution to prepare a 
report on those plants considered to be 
endangered, threatened, or extinct in the 
United States. This report, designated as 
House Document No. 94-51, was 
presented to Congress on January 9, 
1975, and included Cordylanthus tenuis 
ssp. capillaris (listed as Cordylanthus 
brunneus ssp. capillaris), Calochortus 
tiburonensis, Ceanothus ferrisae, 
Cirsium fontinale var. fontinale, Clarkia 
franciscana, Hesperolinon congestum, 
Streptanthus albidus ssp. albidus, and 
Streptanthus nigeras endangered 
species and Castilleja neglecta and 
Eriophyllum latilobum as threatened 
taxa. The Service published a notice in 
the July 1,1975, Federal Register (40 FR 
27823) of its acceptance of the report of 
the Smithsonian Institution as a petition 
within the context of section 4(c)(2) 
(petition provisions are now found in 
section 4(b)(3) of the Act) and its 
intention thereby to review the status of 
the plant taxa named therein. The above 
10 taxa were included in the July 1, 
1975. notice. As a result of that review, 
on July 16.1976, the Service published 
a proposal in the Federal Register (41 
FR 24523) to determine approximately 
1.700 vascular plant species to be 
endangered species pursuant to section 
4 of the Act. The list of 1,700 plant taxa 
was assembled on the basis of 
comments and data received by the 
Smithsonian Institution and the Service 
in response to House Document No. 94- 
51 and the July 1,1975, Federal 
Register publication. Calochortus 
tiburonensis, Ceanothus ferrisae, 
Cirsium fontinale var. fontinale, Clarkia 
franciscana, Cordylanthus tenuis ssp. 
capillaris (listed as Cordylanthus 
brunneus ssp. capillaris], Hesperolinon 
congestum, Streptanthus albidus ssp. 
albidus, and Streptanthus niger were 
included in the June 16,1976, Federal 
Register document. 

General comments received in 
response to the 1976 proposal were 
summarized in an April 26,1978, 
Federal Register publication (43 FR 
17909). The Endangered Species Act 
Amendments of 1978 required that all 
proposals over 2 years old be 
withdrawn. A 1-year grace period was 
given to those proposals already more 
than 2 years old. In the December 10, 
1979. Federal Register (44 FR 70796). 
the Service published a notice of 


withdrawal of the June 16,1976, 
proposal, along with four other 
proposals that had expired. 

Tne Service published an updated 
notice of review for plants on December 
15, 1980 (45 FR 82480). This notice 
included Calochortus tiburonensis, 
Castilleja neglecta, Ceanothus ferrisae, 
Cirsium fontinale var. fontinale, Clarkia 
franciscana, Cordylanthus tenuis ssp. 
capillaris, Hesperolinon congestum, 
Pentachaeta bellidiflora, Streptanthus 
albidus ssp. albidus, and Streptanthus 
niger as category 1 candidates for 
Federal listing, and Eriophyllum 
latilobum as a category 2 candidate. 
Category 1 taxa are those for which the 
Service has on file substantial 
information on biological vulnerability 
and threats to support preparation of 
listing proposals. Category 2 taxa are 
those for which data in the Service’s 
possession indicate listing is possibly 
appropriate, but for which substantial 
data on biological vulnerability and 
threats are not currently known or on 
file to support proposed rules. On 
November 28, 1983, the Service 
published in the Federal Register a 
supplement to the Notice of Review (48 
FR 39526). This supplement changed 
Ceanothus ferrisae, Cirsium fontinale 
var. fontinale, Pentachaeta bellidipora, 
and Streptanthus albidus ssp. albidus 
from category 1 to category 2 
candidates. 

The plant notice was again revised on 
September 27, 1985 (50 FR 39526). 
Calochortus tiburonensis, Castilleja 
neglecta, Clarkia franciscana, 
Eriophyllum latilobum, Hesperolinon 
congestum, and Streptanthus niger were 
included as category 1 candidates; 
Ceanothus ferrisae, Cirsium fontinale 
var. fontinale, Cordylanthus tenuis ssp. 
capillaris, Pentachaeta bellidiflora, and 
Streptanthus albidus ssp. albidus were 
included as category 2 candidates. 
Another revision of the plant notice was 
published on February 21,1990 (55 FR 
6184). In this revision, Castilleja 
neglecta, Ceanothus ferrisae, Cirsium 
fontinale var. fontinale, Clarkia 
franciscana, Cordylanthus tenuis ssp. 
capillaris, Dudleya setchellii, 
Eriophyllum latilobum, Hesperolinon 
congestum, Streptanthus albidus ssp. 
albidus, and Streptanthus niger were 
included as category 1 candidates; 
Calochortus tiburonensis and 
Pentachaeta bellidiflora were included 
as category 2 candidates. Since the 
publication of that notice, additional 
information was received on 
Pentachaeta bellidiflora that elevated it 
to category 1 status. The Service also re¬ 
evaluated the information available for 
Calochortus tiburonensis and elevated it 
to category 1 status. The Service 
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therefore believes that sufficient 
information is now available to support 
the proposed listing of these two 
species. 

Section 4(b)(3)(B) of the Endangered 
Species Act, as amended in 1982, 
requires the Secretary to make certain 
findings on pending petitions within 12 
months of their receipt. Section 2(b)(1) 
of the 1982 Amendments further 
requires that all petitions pending on 
October 13,1982, be treated as having 
been newly submitted on that date. This 
was the case for Calochortus 
tiburonensis, Ceanothus fenisae, 

Cirsium fontinale var. fontinale, Clarkia 
fronciscana, Cordylanthus tenuis ssp, 
capillans, Hesperolinon conge stum, 
Streptanthus albidus ssp. alhidus, 
Streptanthus niger, Castilleja negfecta, 
and Ehophyllum latilobum, because the 
1975 Smithsonian report had been 
accepted as a petition. On October 13, 
1982, the Service found that the 
petitioned listing of these species was 
warranted, but precluded by other 
pending listing actions, in accordance 
with section 4(b)(3)(B)(iii) of the Act; 
notification of this finding was 
published on January 20,1984 (49 FR 
2485). Such a finding requires the 
petition to be recycled, pursuant to 
section 4(b)(3)(c)(i) of the Act. The 
finding was reviewed in October of 
1984, 1985, 1986,1987,1988, 1989, 

1990, and 1991. ^blication of this 
proposal constitutes the final finding for 
the petitioned action. There are no 
pending petitions for Pentachaeta 
bellidiflora or Dudleya setecheUii, 

Summary of Factors Affecting the 
Species 

Section 4 of the Endangered Species 
Act (Act) and regulations (50 CFR part 
424) promulgate to implement the 
listing provisions of the Act set forth the 
procedures for adding species to the 
Federal lists of threatened and 
endangered species. A species may be 
determined to be an endangered or 
threatened species due to one or more 
of the five factors described in section 
4(a)(1). These factors and their 
application to Calochortus tiburonensis 
Hill (Tiburon mariposa lily), Castilleja 
neglecta Zeile (Tiburon paintbrush), 
Ceanothus ferrisae McMinn (coyote 
^anothus). Cirsium fontinale Jeps. var. 
fontinale (fountain thistle), Clarkia 
f^nciscana Lewis and Raven (Presidio 
clarkia), Cordy/anfhus tenuis Gray ssp. 
copillaris (Penn.) Chuang and Heck. 
(PenneH’s bird’s beak), Dudleya 
sotcbellii (Santa Clara Valley dudleya), 
^lopbyllum latilobum Rydb. (San 
Mateo woolly sunflower), Hesperolinon 
congestum (A. Gray) Small (Marin 

warf-flax), Pentachaeta bellidiflora 


Greene (white-rayed pentachaeta), 
Streptanthus albidus Greene ssp. 
albidus (Metcalf Canyon jewelflower), 
and Streptanthus niger Greene (Tiburon 
jewelflower) are as follows: 

A. The Present or Threatened 
Destruction, Modification, or 
Curtailment of its Habitat or Eange 

The destruction of habitat through 
residential or recreational development 
is the greatest threat faced by these 
species. The plants are limited to 
serpentine soils. Serpentine outcrops in 
the San Francisco Bay area are limited; 
20 percent of those outcrops have 
already been eliminated as plant habitat 
due to development (McCarten 1987b). 
The pressure to build more houses, 
roads, and other facilities for humans is 
great in all the counties under 
consideration. Serpentine habitats also 
have been fragmented by the 
construction of roads such as Interstate 
280. Habitat fragmentation increases the 
risks of extinction due to chance events 
such as fire, flood, landslide, pest or 
di.sease outbreaks, severe drought, or 
other natural or human-caused disaster. 

Cordylanthus tenuis ssp. capillaris 
has never been known from more than 
the two populations that occur today. 
Ownership of the type locality is mixed; 
part of the population occurs on the 
Harrison Grade Preserve, which is 
owned and managed by the California 
Department of Fish and Game. Habitat 
on the preserve is threatened by 
unauthorized activities such as off-road 
vehicle use. Plants on private parcels 
are threatened with potential 
development. 

The second population of 
Cordylanthus tenuis ssp. capillaris 
occurs on private property a few miles 
to the west of the type locality. Plans for 
residential development of this site are 
currently under review at the Sonoma 
County Planning Department (Betty 
Guggolz, pers. comm. 1992). The owner 
of this property has been working with 
the California Department of Fish and 
Game to minimize impacts to the 
Cordylanthus tenuis ssp. capillaris (Ann 
Howald, California Department of Fish 
and Game, pers. comm., 1992). Plans 
include the donation of over 40 hectares 
(ha) (100 acres), including C. tenuis ssp. 
capillaris habitat, to the county for use- 
as a park (Betty Guggolz, pers. comm., 
1992). This donation may afford 
protection to part of the second 
population of C. tenuis ssp. capillaris, 
but since the transfer has not yet taken 
place and no plans have been made for 
protection of the plant on this new park, 
the population still should be 
considered threatened by development. 


Calochortus tiburonensis is at present 
protected from development because the 
land on which it occurs is owned and 
managed by The Nature Conservancy, a 
group whoso management goals are the 
maintenance of biodiversity and the 
protection of rare and endangered 
species (Larry Serpa, pers. comm., 

1992). The preserve is fenced to reduce 
the incidence of off-road vehicle use, 
but the site is still accessible to bicycles, 
motorbikes, and pedestrians, and it is 
not patrolled. The proximity of the 
preserve to residential areas renders it 
vulnerable to overuse end vandalism. 
Furthermore, this preserve, being on 
The Nature Conservancy’s list of 
potential divestitures, will transfer 
ownership when a suitable organization 
is found to manage it (Larry Serpa, pers. 
comm., 1992). 

Castilleja neglecta has never been 
widespread. Three of the five 
populations occur on the Tiburon 
Peninsula in Marin County, and one 
occurs in Napa County. A recently 
discovered population on the Golden 
Gate National Recreation Area extends 
the known range to western Marin 
County. Each of the three occurrences 
on the Tiburon Peninsula has multiple 
landow'ners. The Nature Conservancy 
owns over half of the Ring Mountain 
occurrence and the town of Tiburon 
owns portions of the occurrence in the 
Middle Ridge area of the peninsula. The 
remainder of each of these occurrences 
is privately-owned. The third 
occurrence on the peninsula is on 
private property near St. Hilary’s 
Church in Tiburon. Development on the 
Tiburon Peninsula is extensive and 
rapid; over 60 percent of C, neglecta 
habitat has already been destroyed by 
development (Hunter 1989a). 

Residential development is ongoing on 
several parcels of the Middle Ridge 
occurrence, and proposed for both 
parcels at the St. Hilary’s occurrence. 
The habitat at both of these sites is also 
threatened by pedestrian traffic. The 
plants on Ring Mountain Preserve are 
protected from development but are 
threatened by sliding of the slope on 
which they occur. The toe of the slope 
was removed to accommodate 
residential development in the 1960s. 
Soil material that slides into the street 
at the base of the slope is removed by 
the City of Corte Madera, and the slope 
continues to slump. Managers from The 
Nature Conservancy estimate that 
approximately one-third of the 
population is at risk (Lynn Lozier, pers. 
comm., 1992). The Napa County 
population occurs on private property 
near a gravel quarry. Although quarry 
expansion plans that would result in the 
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destruction of more than 80 percent of 
the population are no longer being 
actively pursued* the potential for 
expansion still exists. 

Streptanthus niger is an extremely 
narrowly-distributed species; its entire 
range amounts to less &an one-third of 
a square mile. Urban development has 
destroyed over 40 percent of potential S. 
niger habitat (Hunter 1989b). Both of the 
two known occurrences have multiple 
landowners. The town of Tiburon owns 
portions of the occurrence on the 
Middle Ridge of the peninsula, and the 
occurrence at St. Hilary’s Church in 
Tiburon is owned in part by the Tiburon 
Landmark Society. The remainder of 
each of these two occurrences is 
privately-owned. Residential 
development is ongoing at several 
parcels of the Middle Ridge occurrence, 
and proposed for both parcels of the St. 
Hilary’s occurrence. Habitat at both of 
these sites is also threatened by 
pedestrian traffic. 

Clarkia franciscana was once though 
to be restricted to the Presidio in San 
Francisco County, but about 10 years 
ago a population was discovered in 
Alameda County in the Oakland hills. 
The two populations in San Francisco 
County occur at the Presidio, currently 
owned by the U.S. Department of 
Defense. These populations are 
threatened by habitat degradation. The 
Army has plans to fence rare plant 
habitat on the Presidio; at present, 
however, pedestrian and mountain 
bicycle traffic on and near casually 
established “social trails” threatens the 
habitat. Ownership of the Presidio is 
expected to be transferred from the 
Army to the National Park Service 
within a year. The Presidio represents a 
significant natural and cultural resource 
within San Francisco city limits, and is 
expected to be widely promoted by the 
Park Service and heavily used by 
visitors (Terri Thomas, Golden Gate 
National Recreation Area, pers. comm., 
1992). The increase in visitation after 
transfer to the Park Service will increase 
the negative impact of traffic on C. 
franciscana. 

The three populations of Clarkia 
franciscana in Alameda County are all 
threatened by alien sf>ecies (see Factor 
E). The smallest of the three, consisting 
of 30 plants (Olson 1991c) occurs on an 
undeveloped site that bears a sign 
offering custom-built homes. 

One occurrence of Cirsium fontinale 
var. fontinale has been reported from 
Santa Clara County, but the site is 
thought to have been destroyed by 
urbanization (Niehaus 1977). The three 
remaining populations grow in San 
Mateo County. The largest population 
occurs to the east of Crystal Springs 


Reservoir and north of State Highway 
92. along both sides of Interstate 280. It 
occurs partly on San Francisco Water 
Department land and partly on a 
California Department of Transportation 
right-of-way. Given its proximity to the 
roadside, it is likely to be affected by 
any highway projects in the area. Major 
realignments of Highway 92 were 
lanned several years ago, but the plans 
ave been abandoned due to lack of 
funding (Richard Vonarb, California 
Department of Transportation, pers. 
comm.. 1992). They could be revived, 
however, if funding should become 
available. At present, a smaller project 
to widen Highway 92 east of the 
reservoir causeway is under review. 
Provision for the removal of water from 
the increased road surface may 
adversely affect some of the plants. The 
California Department of Transportation 
is aware of the plant locations and 
vulnerability. The proposed 
construction of multi-use recreational 
trails on San Francisco Water 
Department land presents an additional 
threat. Trail construction would 
threaten the plants through direct 
destruction of the habitat or through 
modification of hydrologic regimes. 
Because C. fontinale var. fontinale is 
dependent upon seeps and springs to 
provide abundant soil moisture, any 
disruption in the flow of water (such as 
that caused by road, trail, or drain 
construction) would threaten the plants. 

A second and substantially smaller 
population of Cirsium fontinale var. 
fontinale occurs in the “Triangle” west 
of Interstate 280. One to two hundred 
plants have been observed on San 
Francisco Water Department lands; an 
outlying colony of about 25 plants 
occurs on an easement held by the 
California Department of 
Transportation. This colony occupies a 
smaller territory in 1992 than it has in 
previous years (Susan Sommers, pers. 
comm., 1992). The plants on Water 
Department land are threatened by 
proposed trail construction, as 
discussed for Hesperolinon congestum. 

In addition, a general management plan 
for the Water Department lands 
currently is being developed (Ed 
Stewart. San Francisco VVater 
Department, pers. comm., 1992), which 
may include the possibility of golf 
course construction at the Triangle. 

The single specimen of Cirsium 
fontinale var, fontinale in Edgewood 
County Park occurs in a drainage ditch 
beside a trail. Clearing of the ditch to 
improve or maintain drainage could 
damage or destroy this plant or any 
seedlings it may produce. 

Eriopnyllum latilobum has been 
reported from only two locations, one of 


which is likely erroneous (specimen 
misidentified, according to Barry Prigge, 
pers. comm., 1992). The single 
remaining population consists of about 
300 plants that occur along 4 km (2.5 
miles) of Crystal Springs Road in San 
Mateo County. Seventy-five percent of 
the plants occur within 9 m (30 ft) of the 
road, where land ownership is poorly 
defined (McGuire 1992). The City of 
Hillsborough, the County of San Mateo, 
and the San Francisco Water 
Department have varying jurisdictions 
over the land. The steep slopes along 
Crystal Springs Road provide a very 
unstable habitat for E. latilobum. The 
slopes are subject to erosion and soil 
slippage. After soil slippage occurs, road 
maintenance crews remove the slumped 
soil, which may contain mature 
individuals, seedlings, and/or seeds of 
the E. latilobum. The road cut is then 
reshaped, which may damage plants 
remaining on the banks. The proposed 
construction of the San Mateo Creek 
Trail (McGuire and Morey 1992) would 
have adverse impacts on the plant if 
trail design does not incorporate plant 
conservation. The paved trail, which is 
3 m (10 ft) wide, is expected to run 
adjacent to Crystal Springs Road from 
Skyline Boulevard to the San Mateo City 
boundary. Construction of the trail 
could damage or eliminate colonies of E. 
latilobum. alter site hydrology, 
accelerate soil erosion through 
increased pedestrian and bicycle traffic, 
and allow for the introduction of 
aggressive alien plant species. 

Fourteen populations of Hesperolinon 
congestum still exist. One Marin County 
population is protected at The Nature 
Conservancy’s Ring Mountain Preserve. 
Two relatively small populations occur 
on land owned by the Marin Municipal 
Water District. Another small 
population is found in the Golden Gate 
National Recreation Area above Nicasio 
Reservoir. A fifth population occurs in 
part on a small preserve at St. Hilary’s 
Church, and in part on private land 
which recently has been proposed for 
development (Robison and Morey 
1992a). The sixth Marin County site is 
the Middle Ridge area of the Tiburon 
Peninsula, on which occur a few 
scattered groups of plants. Some plants 
grow on land designated as open space 
by the city of Tiburon. The remainder of 
the plants occur on private land and are 
threatened by ongoing or proposed 
residential development. 

One population of Hesperolinon 
congestum is known from San Francisco 
County. This occurrence is threatened 
by foot traffic. 

In San Mateo County, three 
populations of Hesperolinon congestum 
are known to occur on private property. 
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These plants are threatened by proposed 
development and by the consequences 
of recently completed development, 
such as trampling, trash dumping, and 
changes in hydrology caused by 
irrigation runoff (Robison and Morey 
1992 a). Two populations occur on land 
owned by the San Francisco Water 
Department. Their habitat is threatened 
by the proposed construction of trails in 
the watershed. The construction of these 
trails and the accompanying fences may 
damage Hesperolinon congestum 
habitat. Two populations occur at 
Edgewood County Park and have been 
threatened by the proposed construction 
of a golf course at the park. On May 5, 
1992, the county board of supervisors 
voted to declare Edgewood County Park 
a natural preserve. This designation will 
provide guidance to park personnel in 
determining uses of the park, but it has 
no enforcement provisions, and can be 
revoked by a vote of the board of 
supervisors. 

Pentachaeta belli diflora historically, 
ranged from Marin County to Santa Cruz 
County. Three populations in Marin 
County and two in San Mateo County 
were destroyed by urbanization. One 
Marin County occurrence was destroyed 
by off-road vehicles. Two sites in Santa 
Cruz County no longer support P. 
bellidifJora (Robison and Morey 1992b). 
The single remaining population of P. 
bellidiflora was bisected by the 
construction of California Interstate 280 
in the late 1960s. The largeM portion of 
the population occurs in the Triangle, 
on land administered by the San 
Francisco Water Department. A small 
remnant of this population is located to 
the east of Interstate 280, on Edgewood 
County Park. The proposed construction 
of trails on Water Department land 
threatens the P. bellidiflora habitat. 

Ceanothus ferrisae is known from 
three populations in Santa Clara 
County. The largest population, 
consisting of approximately 5,000 
plants, occurs near Anderson Dam, 
partially on Santa Clara County Park 
property and partially on private 
property. The county proposes further 
recreational development in the park, 
which could threaten the Ceanothus 
ferrisae (Chris Nagano, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, pers. comm., 1992). An 
outlying population occurs 3 km (2 
juiles) west on land leased and managed 
by a waste management firm. Waste 
Management, Inc. and The Nature 

onservancy jointly funded research on 
^■ferrisae, which was conducted by the 
Renter for Conservation Biology. 

asearchers have found that C. ferrisae 
®^sy to propagate from seed, 
b(Hh Waste Management and the 
^anta Clara Valley Water District have 


been experimenting with the use of C. 
ferrisae for revegetation projects. The 
third population, consisting of 
approximately 500 plants (Corelli 1989) 
occurs on private land scheduled for 
development. 

Dudleya setchellii always has been 
restricted to the Coyote Valley area of 
Santa Clara County. Eleven of the 14 
populations are on private land and are 
subject to various levels of threat due to 
development. The three northernmost 
populations, which occur in 
southeastern San Jose, and the three 
southernmost populations, which occur 
in the area around Morgan Hill, are at 
greatest risk. These areas are developing 
especially rapidly, and all six sites have 
been proposed for development at one 
time or another. Two of the central 
populations also are threatened with 
imminent development, including 
residential development and road 
construction. One central population, 
due to its proximity to an off-road 
motorcycle park, may be threatened by 
off-road motorcycle traffic and 
unauthorized dumping. The remaining 
tw^o populations that occur on private 
land are on the grounds of the IBM 
Bailey Avenue laboratory. The company 
apparently plans to preserve the habitat 
(McCarten 1992a). Three populations 
occur on land owned by ^nta Clara 
County. Of these, two populations occur 
in county parks. The final population 
occurs on county-owned lanithat is 
slated for the construction of a jail and 
an animal shelter. The county intends to 
avoid the D. setchellii habitat during 
construction (Kathy Freas, CH2M Hill, 
pers. comm., 1992), but specific plans 
have not yet been developed. 

The known historical distribution of 
Streptanthus albidus ssp. albidus is as 
restricted as its current distribution. It is 
found only in the Coyote Valley area of 
Santa Clara Valley, primarily on the east 
side of the valley. Of the 13 documented 
sites, 9 are known to still harbor plants. 
Two populations are known to have 
been extirpated, one by the construction 
of Anderson Dam, and the other as a 
result of being covered by fill from a 
housing development. Two occurrences 
are known from herbarium records only. 
One of these historical sites was 
revisited in 1990, but no plants were 
found. Streptanthus albidus ssp. albidus 
was last observed at the other historical 
site in 1895. The remaining nine 
populations are threatened by 
impending or potential development. 
Two of these populations occur on 
county property on which the 
construction of a jail and an animal 
shelter is proposed. The county intends 
to avoid the Streptanthus habitat during 
construction (Kathy Freas, pers. comm., 


1992) but specific plans have not yet 
been developed. 

B. Overutilization for Commercmf 
Becreationaf Scientific, or Educational 
Purposes 

Overutilization is not currently 
known to be a factor for any of the 12 
plants, but unrestricted collecting for 
scientific or horticultural purposes or 
excessive visits by individuals 
interested in seeing rare plants could 
result from increased publicity as a 
result of this proposal. Calochortus 
tiburonensis is a strikingly unusual 
member of a much-collected genus. 
Eriophyllum latilobum, with its showy 
golden flowers and proximity to roads 
and the proposed San Mateo Creek trail, 
might prove to be especially tempting to 
collectors. Dudleya setchellii is also 
vulnerable because of the horticultural 
appeal of succulents and the slow 
growth of the plants. The remaining 
plants are usually not spectacular in 
flower, but may nonetheless appeal to 
collectors because of their rarity. 

C. Disease or Predation 

Both horses and deer have been 
reported to browse on Cordylanthus 
tenuis ssp. capillaris, but the number of 
plants damaged generally appears to be 
minimal (Lynn Lozier, pers. comm., 
1992). Cattle grazing has been reported 
to threaten the western Marin 
population of Castillefa negfecta (Martin 
1991) and a portion of the American 
Canyon occurrence (Hunter 1989a). 
Another source suggests, however, that 
cattle provide little threat to the 
American Canyon population because 
the plants occur on a very steep slope 
(Jake Ruygt, Napa Valley Chapter, 
(^lifomia Native Plant Society, pers. 
comm., 1992). 

Seed predation by beetle larvae has 
been reported for Cirsium fontinale var. 
fontinale (Dean Kelch, University of 
California, Davis, pers. comm., 1992); 
however, the extent of the impact of this 
seed predation on C. fontinale var. 
fontinale is unknown. Beetle larvae also 
have been observed in seed heads of 
Eriophyllum lotilobum (McGuire and 
Morey 1992). 

D. The Inadequacy of Existing 
Eegulatory Mechanisms 

Under the Native Plant Protection Act 
(Division 2, Chapter 10 section 1900 et 
seq. of the Fish and Game Code) and 
California Endangered Species (Division 
3, Chapter 1.5 section 2050 et seq ), the 
California Fish and Game Commission 
has listed three of these species {Cirsium 
fontinale var. fontinale, Clarkia 
franciscana, and Streptanthus nigeri as 
endangered, two species {Calochortus 
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tiburonensis and Castilleja neglecta) as 
threatened, and one species 
{Cordylanthus tenuis ssp. capillaris) as 
rare. TTie California Fish and Came 
Commission recently voted to list two 
other species [Eriophyllum latilobum 
and Pentachaeta bellidiflora) as 
endangered, and one species 
{Hesperolinon congestum) as 
threatened. Although both statutes 
prohibit the “take” of State-listed plants 
(Chapter 1.5 section 1908 and Chapter 
10 section 2080), State law appears to 
exempt the taking of such plants via 
habitat modiHcation or land use change 
by the landowner. After the (Dalifomia 
Department of Fish and Came notifies a 
landowner that a State-listed plant 
grows on his or her property. State law 
requires only that the landowner notify 
the agency “at least ten days in advance 
of changing the land use to allow 
salvage of such plant.” (Chapter 1.5 
section 1913). 

The California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) requires a full public 
disclosure of the potential 
environmental impacts of proposed 
projects. The public agency with 
primary authority or jurisdiction over 
the project is designated as the lead 
agency, and is responsible for 
conducting a review of the project and 
consulting with other agencies 
concerned with resources affected by 
the project. Section 15065 of the CEQA 
Guidelines requires a finding of 
significance if a project has the potential 
to “reduce the number or restrict the 
range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal.” Species that are eligible for 
listing as rare, threatened, or 
endangered but are not so listed are 
given the same protection as those 
species that are ofBcially listed with the 
State. Once significant effects are 
identified, the lead agency has the 
option to requir^nitigation for effects 
through changes in the project or to 
decide that overriding considerations 
make mitigation infeasible. In the latter 
case, projects may be approved that 
cause significant environmental 
damage, such as destruction of 
endangered species or their habitat. The 
protection of threatened and endangered 
species through CEQA is therefore 
dependent upon the good will of the 
lead agency involved, and in practice 
statements of overriding considerations 
are commonly prepared. 

Three of the plants occur at Edgewood 
County Park in San Mateo County, 
which has recently been designated as 
a natural preserve. This designation is 
intended to encourage management for 
environmental protection, but it can be 
revoked by a vote of the county board 
of supervisors, and therefore does not 


provide dependable long-term 
protection for the plants. 

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
regulates the placement of dredge and 
fill materials into waters of the United 
States (including small acreages above 
the headwaters of streams). Under 
section 404, nationwide permits, which 
undergo minimal public and agency 
review, can be issued for projects 
involving less than 10 acres of waters of 
the United States and adjacent 
wetlands, unless a listed species may be 
adversely affected. Individual permits, 
which are subject to more extensive 
review, are required for projects that 
affect greater than 10 acres. 

The U.S. Army Ck)rps of Engineers 
(Corps) is the agency responsible for 
administering the section 404 programs. 
The Service, as part of the section 404 
review process, provides comments on 
both pre-discharge notices for 
nationwide permits and public notices 
for individual permits. The Servicers 
comments are only advisory, although 
procedures exist for elevation when 
disagreements between the agencies 
arise. In practice, the Corps’ actions 
under section 404 would not adequately 
protect Cirsium fontinale var. fontinale, 
which occurs in riparian serpentine 
seep areas. 

Most projects within the range of 
Cirsium fontinale var. fontinale 
considered in this proposal may require 
approval from the Corps as currently 
described in section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act. Federal listing of this species 
would ensure greater consideration of 
the effects of permitted actions during 
the review process as well as provide 
the protections of section 7 of the Act. 

E. Other Natural of Manmade Factors 
Affecting its Continued Existence 

As discussed in the “Background” 
section, the large and still increasing 
numbers of people in the San Francisco 
Bay area place a great strain on 
undeveloped wildlands, through 
activities such as pedestrian and off¬ 
road vehicle traffic and unauthorized 
garbage dumping. Disturbance may 
directly impact plants; more seriously, it 
can increase erosion and allow the 
invasion of alien species such as the 
many introduced annual grasses 
common in California. Competition 
with introduced species is a serious 
threat to serpentine natives (McC^rten 
1987b). 

Cordylanthus tenuis ssp. capillaris 
growing along roadsides is threatened 
by roadside maintenance such as 
mowing and spraying (Lynn Lozier, 
pers. comm., 1992). Vehicular traffic 
threatens plants in and near the parking 
area at the Harrison Grade Reserve, 


which is poorly defined and close to the 
plant population (McCarten 1987a). 
Unauthorized dumping of large items 
such as bottles, furniture, appliances, 
and cut wood is also a threat. Light 
disturbance at the Harrison Grade 
Reserve such as infrequent grading of 
dirt roads appears to increase the 
number of C. tenuis ssp. capillaris (Lynn 
Lozier, The Nature Conservancy, pers. 
comm., 1992), but higher levels of 
disturbance may facilitate the invasion 
of alien species (McCarten 1987a) and 
result in a decline of C. tenuis ssp. 
capillaris. 

Calochortus tiburonensis is 
threatened, by virtue of its occurrence in 
a single population, with chance events 
such as fire, severe drought, pest or 
disease outbreak, landslides, or other 
natural or human-caused disasters. The 
proximity of the plant to a large human 
population increases the likelihood that 
human-caused disasters or acts of 
vandalism will affect the plants or their 
habitat. 

Clarkia franciscana is threatened by 
road maintenance (mowing) at the 
Presidio. Mowing of grasslands before 
the Clarkia franciscana has set seed also 
threatens the populations. Populations 
at the Presidio also are threatened by the 
encroachment of alien plant species, 
including Senecio mikanioides (German 
ivy), Carpobrotus sp. (iceplant), Hubus 
spp. (blackberries), and by natives 
planted outside their natural range, such 
as Pinus radiata (Monterey pine) 
(California Department of Fish and 
Game 1988). The population size at the 
type locality increased following 
removal of alien plant species in the late 
1980s. Constant vigilance and effort is 
needed to prevent reinvasion. 

At latest report the largest population 
of Clarkia franciscana, occurring at 
Redwood Regional Park in Alameda 
County, consisted of 4,000-5,000 plants 
(Gottlieb and Edwards 1992, Olson 
1991a). The East Bay Regional Park 
District is aware of the Clarkia 
franciscana population and has been 
taking it into account in their 
management plans (Ray Budzinski, East 
Bay Regional Park District, pers. comm.. 
1992). The habitat is threatened by 
competition with annual grasses (Ray 
Budzinski, j>ers. comm., 1992) and other 
alien plants, including Cortaderia 
selloana (pampas grass) and Cytisus 
monspessulanus (French broom) (Olson 
1991a). The two smaller populations in 
Alameda County, consisting of 200 
plants (Olson 1991b) and 30 plants 
(Olson 1991c) respectively, are also 
threatened by alien species Cytisus 
monspessulanus and Cortaderia 
jubatum. The larger of the two occurs on 
a roadcut. 
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The Crystal Springs Reservoir 
population of Cirsium fontinale var. 
fontinale is threatened by several 
factors, including roadside 
maintenance. The California 
Department of Transportation is aware 
of the rare plants in this area, and the 
maintenance division submits spraying 
plans for internal environmental review 
before spraying in the area where plants 
are known to occur (Richard Vonarb, 
pars, comm., 1992). Alien plants such as 
Cortaderia selloana have established 
themselves near the C. fontinale var. 
fontinale, and threaten several 
subpopulations (Zoe Chandik, pers. 
comm., 1992). Dumping of garden 
debris from households on the ridge 
above the plants covers plants and 
renders the habitat unsuitable for plant 
establishment and growth. It has been 
suggested that C. fontinale var. fontinale 
may be threatened with hybridization 
with Cirsium quercetorum, but only one 
hybrid has been collected in recent 
years, so this is not thought to be a 
serious problem (Dean Kelch, pers. 
comm., 1992). 


Eriophyllum latilobum is threatened 
by many factors. Dumping of gardibn 
debris and downhill seepage of 
pesticides from homeowners living 
above the population may have negative 
impacts on E, latilobum habitat. The 
plant also is threatened by competition 
with alien plants; its habitat is more 
densely populated with Carduus sp. and 
Bromus sp. than it was 10 years ago 
(John Mooring, pers. comm:, 1992). 

Road maintenance also threatens E. 
latilobum. Preemergent herbicide is 
commonly used along the side of the 
road; drift from herbicide spray may 
damage those plants close to the road. 

San Mateo County road maintenance 
crews were alerted to the existence of E. 
latilobum in 1990, and instructed to 
avoid the plants by the San Mateo 
County Planning Department; however, 
road maintenance activities are not 


monitored to ensure protection (Roman 
Gankin, San Mateo County Planning 
Division, pers. comm, to Teri McGuire, 
Botanist, California Department of Fish 
arid Game, cited in McGuire and Morey 
1992). E. latilobum is not a vigorous 
reproducer; low germination rates and 
low seedling survival have been 
observed under greenhouse conditions 
(John Mooring, in litt, 1992, in McGuire 
and Morey 1992). 

desperolinon congestum is threatened 
y the encroachment of native shrubs in 
^an Francisco County. In San Mateo 
ounty all three populations are 
reatened by trash dumping as a 
consequence of recently completed 
development. ^ 


Pentachaeta bellidiflora is potentially 
threatened by competition from alien 
plant species; this competition becomes 
a problem when the soils are disturbed 
(Robison and Morey 1992b). 

Ceanothus fenisae is threatened by 
unauthorized dumping of litter and 
larger debris at the Anderson dam site. 

Streptanthus albidus ssp. albidus is 
threatened by dumping and off-road 
motorcycle use. Road maintenance or 
construction threaten populations that 
occur on roadcuts. Grazing threatens 
some other ponulations. 

The Service has carefully assessed the 
best scientific and commercial 
information available regarding the past, 
present, and future threats fac^ by 
these species in determining to propose 
this rule. These 12 plants are endemic 
to a very specific habitat that occurs in 
scattered outcrops. The rapid urban 
development in the San Francisco Bay 
region offers the greatest threat to these 
plants. They are threatened further by 
the invasion of alien species, roadside 
maintenance, soil erosion and slipping, 
garbage dumping, livestock grazing, 
seed predation, and small population 
sizes that increase their vulnerability to 
chance events such as fire, flood, 
drought, pest and disease outbreaks, and 
other natural and human-caused 
disasters. Ten of the 12 are in danger of 
extinction throughout all or a part of 
their range, and the preferred action is 
therefore to list Castilleja neglecta, 
Ceanothus ferrisae, Cirsium fontinale 
var. fontinale, Clarkia franciscana, 
Cordylanthus tenuis ssp. capillaris. 

Dud ley a setchellii, Eriophyllum 
latilobum, Pentachaeta bellidiflora, 
Streptanthus albidus ssp. albidus, and 
Streptanthus nigeras endangered. Two 
of the twelve are not now in immediate 
danger of extinction throughout all or a 
significant portion of their range. 
However, given the extremely limited 
distribution of Calochortus tiburonensis, 
and if appropriate management actions 
are not taken to protect Hesperolinon 
congestum, these two species are likely 
to become in danger of extinction in the 
near future. As a result, the preferred 
action is to list Calochortus tiburonensis 
and Hesperolinon congestum as 
threatened. 

Critical Habitat 

Section 4(a)(3) of the Act requires 
that, to the maximum extent prudent 
and determinable, the Secretary 
designate critical habitat concurrently 
with determining a species to be 
endangered or threatened. The Service 
finds that designation of critical habitat 
is not prudent for these species. Because 
the 12 plants face numerous 
anthropogenic threats (see Factors A 


and E in “Summary of Factors Affecting 
the Species'*] and the 12 occur 
predominantly on private land, the 
publication of precise maps and 
descriptions of critical habitat in the 
Federal Register would make these 
plants more vulnerable to incidents of 
vandalism and, therefore, could 
contribute to the decline of these 
species and increase enforcement 
problems. The listing of these species as 
endangered or threatened also 
publicizes the rarity of these plants and, 
thus, can make these plants attractive to 
researchers or collectors of rare plants. 
The proper agencies have been notified 
of the locations and importance of 
protecting the habitat of these species. 

Protection of the habitat of these 
species will be addressed through the 
recovery process and through the 
section 7 jeopardy standard. Therefore, 

• the Service finds that designation of 
critical habitat for these plants is not 
prudent at this time, because such 
designation likely would increase the 
degree of threat from vandalism, 
collecting, or other human activities. 

Available Conservation Measures 

Conservation measures provided to 
species listed as endangered or 
threatened under the Act include 
recognition, recovery actions, 
requirements for Federal protection, and 
prohibitions against certain activities. 
Recognition through listing encourages 
and results in conservation actions by 
Federal, State, and private agencies, 
groups, and individuals. The Act 
provides for possible land acquisition 
and cooperation with the State and 
requires that recovery actions be carried 
out for all listed species. Such actions 
are initiated by the Service following 
listing. The protection required of 
Federal agencies and the prohibitions 
against certain activities involving listed 
plants are discussed, in part, below. 

Section 7(a) of the Act requires 
Federal agencies to evaluate their 
actions with respect to any species that 
is proposed or listed as endangered or 
threatened and with respect to its 
critical habitat, if any is being 
designated. Regulations implementing 
this interagency cooperation provision 
of the Act are codified at 50 CFR part 
402. Section 7(a)(4) of the Act requires 
Federal agencies to confer with the 
Service on any action that is likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of a 
proposed species or result in 
destruction or adverse modification of 
proposed critical habitat. If a species is 
listed subsequently. Section 7(a)(Z) 
requires Federal agencies to ensure that 
activities they authorize, fund, or carry 
out are not likely to jeopardize the 
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continued existence of such a species or 
to destroy or adversely modify its 
critical habitat. If a Federal action may 
affect a listed species or its critical 
habitat, the responsible Federal agency 
must enter into formal consultation with 
the Service. 

Federal activities potentially affecting 
one or more of the 12 plants likely will 
involve recreation-related projects and 
perhaps grazing practices on Federal 
land. Populations of 3 of the 12 plants 
occur on Federal land. Two populations 
of Hesperolinon congestum and one of 
Castilleja neglecta occur on the golden 
Gate National Recreation Area. Two 
populations of Clarkia franciscana 
occur at the Presidio, on land now 
owned by the Department of Defense 
and soon to be transferred to the Golden 
Gate National Recreation Area. 

The San Francisco Water Department 
owns 9,300 ha (23,000 acres) of land in 
San Mateo County. In 1969, a four-party 
agreement among the U.S. Department 
of the Interior, the State of California, 

San Mateo County, and the City and 
County of San Francisco established 
easements on the watershed lands to 
ensure that all future land use would be 
compatible with water quality criteria. 
These easements were granted to the 
U.S. Department of the Interior and are 
jointly administered by the San 
Francisco Water Department and the 
Golden Gate National Recreational Area. 
Populations of Cirsium fontinale var. 
fontinale, Eriophyllum latilobum, 
Hesperolinon congestum and 
Pentachaeta bellidiflora occur on Water 
Department land. 

Hesperolinon congestum, Pentachaeta 
bellidiflora, DudJeya setchellii, and 
Streptanthus albidus ssp. albidus co¬ 
occur with the bay checkerspot butterfly 
[Euphydryas editha bayensis) in San 
Mateo or Santa Clara counties. The bay 
checkerspot is listed as a threatened 
species under the Endangered Species 
Act. Permits for incidental take of this 
species granted under section 10(a) of 
the Act may affect the plant species 
listed above. Preparation of Habitat 
Conservation Plans for the Bay 
checkerspot butterfly may therefore 
require internal section 7 consultation 
with regard to the four species listed 
above. 

The 12 plants also may be affected by 
Federal mortgage programs, including 
the Veterans Administration and the 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (Federal Home 
Administration loans), or by 
construction of roads and highways by 
the Federal Highways Administration. 

At least one propos^ project that may 
affect two of the plants also involves 


wetlands under the jurisdiction of the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 

Listing these 12 plants would provide 
for development of a recovery plan (or 
plans) for them. Such plan(s) would 
bring together both State and Federal 
efforts for conservation of the plants. 
The plan(s) would establish a 
framework for agencies to coordinate 
activities and cooperate with each other 
in conservation efforts. The plan(s) 
would set recovery priorities and 
estimate costs of various tasks necessary 
to accomplish them. They also would 
describe site-specific management 
actions necessary to achieve 
conservation and survival of the 12 
serpentine plants. 

The Act and its implementing 
regulations found at 50 CFR 17.61. 

17.62, and 17.63 for endangered species 
■^and 17.71 and 17.72 for threatened 
species set forth a series of general 
prohibitions and exceptions that apply 
to all endangered or threatened plants. 
With respect to the 12 plants from San 
Francisco Bay area serpentine habitats, 
all trade prohibitions of section 9(a)(2) 
of the Act, implemented by 50 CFR 
17.61 or 17.71, would apply. These 
prohibitions, in part, make it illegal for 
any person subject to the jurisdiction of 
the United States to import or export; 
transport in interstate or foreign 
commerce in the course of a commercial 
activity; sell or offer for sale in interstate 
or foreign commerce; remove and 
reduce to possession the species from 
areas under Federal jurisdiction; 
maliciously damage or destroy any such 
species on any area under Federal 
jurisdiction; or remove, cut. dig up. 
damage, or destroy any such endangered 
plant species on any other area in 
knowing violation of any State law or 
regulation or in the course of any 
violation of a State criminal trespass 
law. Certain exceptions apply to agents 
of the Service and State conservation 
agencies. The Act and 50 CFR 17.62, 
17.63, and 17.72 also provide for the 
issuance of permits to carry out 
otherwise prohibited activities 
involving endangered or threatened 
plant species under certain 
circumstances. The Service anticipates 
few trade permits would ever be sought 
or issued for the 12 species because the 
plants are not common in cultivation or 
in the wild. Requests for copies of the 
regulations on listed plants and 
inquiries regarding them may be 
addressed to the Office of Management 
Authority, U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. 4401 North Fairfax Drive, room 
432, Arlington, Virginia 22203-3507 
(703/358-2104). 


Public Comments Solicited 

The Service intends that any final 
action resulting from this proposal will 
be as accurate and as effective as 
possible. Therefore, comments or 
suggestions from the public, other 
concerned governmental agencies, the 
scientific community, industry, or any 
other interested party concerning this 
proposed rule are hereby solicited. 
Comments particulairly are sought 
concerning: 

(1) Biological, commercial trade, or 
other relevant data concerning any 
threat (or lack thereof) to Cordylanthus 
tenuis ssp. capHlaris, Calochortus 
tiburonensis, Castilleja neglecta, 
St^ptanthus niger, Clarkia franciscana, 
Cirsium fontinale var. fontinale, 
Eriophyllum latilobum, Hesperolinon 
congestum, Pentachaeta bellidiflora, 
Ceanothus ferrisae, Dudleya setchellii, 
or Str^tanthus albidus ssp. albidus; 

(2) Tne location of any additional 
populations of these species and the 
reasons why any habitat should or 
should not be determined to be critical 
habitat as provided by section 4 of the 
Act; 

(3) Additional information concerning 
the range, distribution, and population 
size of these species; and 

(4) Current or planned activities in the 
subject area and their possible impacts 
on these species. 

Any final decision on this proposal 
will take into consideration the 
comments and any additional 
information received by the Service, and 
such communications may lead to a 
final regulation that differs from this 
proposal. 

Tne Act provides for a public hearing 
on this proposal, if requested. Requests 
must be received within 45 days of the 
date of publication of the proposal. 
Such requests must be made in writing 
and addressed to the Field Supervisor of 
the Sacramento Field Office (see 
ADDRESSES section). 

National Environmental Policy Act 

The Fish and Wildlife Service has 
determined that an Environmental 
Assessment, as defined under the 
authority of the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969, need not be 
prepared in connection with regulations 
adopted pursuant to section 4(a) of the 
Act. A notice outlining the Service’s 
reasons for this determination was 
published in the Federal Register on 
October 25, 1983 (48 FR 49244). 

References Cited 

A complete list of all references cited 
herein is available upon request from 
the Field Supervisor, Sacramento Field 
Office (see ADDRESSES section). 
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Author 

The primary author of this proposed 
rule is Jeanine L. Hardison, U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, Sacramento Field 
Office (see ADDRESSES section). 

List of Subjects in 50 CFR Part 17 

Endangered and threatened species, 
Exports, Imports, Reporting and 
recordkeeping requirements, and 
Transportation. 


Proposed Regulation Promulgation 
PART 17—{AMENDED] 

Accordingly, it is hereby proposed to 
amend part 17 subchapter B of Chapter 
I, title 50 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations, as set forth below: 

1. The authority citation for part 17 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority; 16 U.S.C. 1361-1407; 16 U.S.C. 
1531-1544; 16 U.S.C 4201-4245; Pub. L. 99- 
625, too Stat 3500, unless otherwise noted. 


2. It is proposed to amend § 17.12(h) 
by adding the following, in alphabetical 
order under the families indicated, and 
by adding a new family ‘Xinaceae—Flax 
family,** in alphabetical order, to the 
List of Endangered and Threatened 
Plants: 

§ 17.12 Endangered and threatened plants. 
***** 

(h)* * * 


Spedes 


Sdentitic name 


Common naf7)e 


Historic range Status When listed 


Critica! habi¬ 
tat 


Special rules 


Asteraceae—Astef family: 


Cirsium fontinale 
var. fontinale. 


Ehophytium latiiobufn ... 


Pentachaeia beUidiffora 


Brassicaceae—Mustaid family: 


Streptanthua aibidus ---..... 

ssp. albidus. 

Streptanthus niger -- 


Crassuiaceae—Stonecrop famiy: 
Dudleya selcheHil ___ 


Ullaceae—Uly family: 

Calochoftua tiburonensis 


lir«iceae—f lax family: 
Hesperotinon congestum 


Onagraceae— Evening-primrose family: 


Ciarkia franciscana 


Rhamnaceae—Buckthorn family: 

Ceanothus ferrisae ... 


Scrophulariaceae—Snapdiagon family: 


Castitleja negiecta 


Cordyianthus tenuis ... 

ssp. caplllaris. 


Fountain thistle...... 

San Mateo woolly sunflower _ 

e * 

White-rayed pentachaeta . 

Metcalf Canyon jewelfk)¥irer. 

Tlburon jewelflower_ 

• ♦ 

Santa Clara VaHey dtxJleya_ 

e • 

Tlburon mariposa Illy.:. 

e e 

Marin dwarf-flax..... 

* e 

V 

e e 

Presidfo ciarkia. 

• • 

Coyote ceanothus ... 

• e 

e e 

TIbuion paintbrush . 

Pennellfs bird’s beak . 


U.S.A. <CA). E 

U S A. (CA)E 
U.S.A. (CA) E 

USA(CA). E 

U.S.A(CA>._. E 

e 

U.aA. (CA)...... E 

U.S.A. (CA). T 

U S A. (CA) ...... T 

U.S.A(CA). E 

* 

U.S.A. (CA) ...... E 

* 

U.S.A. (CA). E 

U.S.A(CA). E 


.... NA NA 

e e 

. NA NA 

ft e 

.. NA NA 

. NA NA 

... NA NA 

ft • 

. NA NA 

... NA NA 

• • 

.. NA NA 

-. NA NA 

. NA NA 

• ft 

ft ft 

. NA NA 

. NA NA 
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Dated: November 24,1992. 

Richard N. Smith, 

Acting Director, Fish and Wildlife Service. 
(FR Doc. 92-30252 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 amj 
BtLUNQ CODE 43t0~6e-4l 


50CFRPart17 

R!N lOia-ABSa 

Endangered and Threatened Wildlife 
and Plants; Proposed Endangered 
Status for Three Plants from the 
Waianae Mountains, Island of Oahu, Hi 

AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Interior. 

. ACTION: Proposed rule. 

SUMMARY: The U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (Service) proposes endangered 
status pursuant to the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act), 
for three plants: Cyanea grimesiana ssp. 
obatae (haha), Diellia unisora (no 
common name (NCN)), and Gouania 
vitifolia (NCN). These taxa are known 
primarily form the Waianae Mountain 
Range, located on the island of Oahu, 
Hawaii. The three plant taxa and their 
habitats have been adversely threatened 
in various degrees by one or more of the 
following: Habitat degradation and 
competition for space, light, water, and 
nutrients by naturalized, alien 
vegetation; and habitat degradation and 
potential predation by feral animals. 
Because of the low number of extant 
individuals and severely restricted 
distributions, populations of these taxa 
are subject to an increased likelihood of 
extinction and/or reduced reproductive 
vigor from stochastic events. This 
proposal, if made final, would 
implement the Federal protection and 
recovery provisions provided by the 
Act. If made final, it would also 
implement State regulations protecting 
these plants as endangered species. 
Comments and materials related to this 
proposal are solicited. 

DATES: Comments from all interested 
parties must be received by February 12, 
1993. Public hearing requests must be 
received by January 28, 1993. 

ADDRESSES: Comments and materials 
concerning this proposal should be sent 
to Robert P. Smith, Field Supervisor, 
Pacific Islands Office, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, 300 Ala Moana 
Boulevard, room 6307, P.O. Box 50167, 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850. Comments 
and materials received will be available 
for public inspection, by appointment, 
during normal business hours at the 
above address. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Derral R. Herbst, at the above address 
(808/541-2749). 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Background 

Cyanea grimesiana ssp. obatae and 
Diellia unisora are endemic to the 
Waianae Mountain Range on the 
western side of the island of Oahu, 
Hawaii. The only known extant 
population of Gouania vitifolia also 
occurs in the Waianae Mountains, but 
the species is known historically also 
from W^est Maui and the island of 
Hawaii. 

The island of Oahu is formed from the 
remnants of two large shield volcanoes, 
the older Waianae Volcano on the west 
and the younger Koolau Volcano on the 
east. Because of the loss of their original 
shield volcano shape as the result of 
extensive erosion, today these volcanoes 
are called “mountains’* or “ranges,** and 
consist of long, narrow ridges. The 
Waianae Mountains were built by 
eruptions that took place primarily 
along three rift zones. The two principal 
rift zones run in a northwestward and 
south-southeastward direction from the 
summit, and a lesser one runs to the 
northeast. The range is approximately 
40 miles (mi) (64 kilometers (km)) long. 
The caldera lies between the north side 
of Makaha Valley and the head of 
Nanakuli Valley (Macdonald et al. 

1983). The Waianae Mountains are in 
the rain shadow of the parallel Koolau 
Mountains. Except for Mt. Kaala, the 
highest point on Oahu (4,020 feet (ft) 
(1,225 meters (m))). the Waianaes 
receive much less rainfall (Wagner et al. 
1990). The median annua! rainfall for 
the Waianae Mountains varies from 20 
to 75 inches (in) (51 to 191 centimeters 
(cm)), with only the small summit area 
of Mt. Kaala receiving the highest 
amount. 

The land that supports these three 
plant taxa is owned by the State of 
Hawaii, the Federal government, and a 
private estate. Plants on Federal land are 
located on portions of Schofield 
Barracks Military Reservation and 
Lualualei Naval Reservation, both under 
the jurisdiction of the U.S. Department 
of Defense. 

Discussion of the Three Taxa Proposed 
for Listing 

Harold St. John described Cyanea 
grimesiana ssp. obatae based upon a 
specimen collected by John K. Obata in 
the Kaluaa Gulch of the Waianae 
Mountains, Oahu, in 1965 (St. John 
1978). St. John named the subspecies in 
honor of its discoverer. 

Cyanea grimesiana ssp. obatae, a 
member of the bellflower family 


(Campanulaceae), is a shrub, usually 
unbranched, growing from 3.3 to 10.5 ft 
(1 to 3.2 m) tall. Its leaves are 10.5 to 
23 in (27 to 58 cm) long by 5,5 to 12.5 
in (14 to 32 cm) wide and are deeply cut 
into 9 to 12 lobes per side. The plant 
usually has small prickles on its stem 
and leaves. Clusters of 6 to 12 stalked 
flowers arise from the leaf axils. Sepais 
are fused to the ovary forming a cup 0.3 
to 0.6 in (0.7 to 1.6 cm) long with small, 
narrow, triangular lobes at the tips. The 
petals are purplish or greenish to 
yellow-white, often washed or striped 
with magenta, and are about 2 to 3 in 
(5.5 to 8 cm) long and 0.2 to 0.4 in (0.5 
to 1 cm) wide. Fruits are elliptical 
orange berries, 0.7 to 1.2 in (1.8 to 3 cm) 
long. This subspecies can be 
distinguished from the other two by its 
short, narrow, calyx lobes which are not 
fused or overlapping (hammers 1990, St. 
John 1978). 

Historically, Cyanea grimesiana ssp. 
obatae is known from the southern 
Waianae Mountains from Puu Hapapa to 
Kaaikukai (Hawaii Heritage Program 
(HHP) 1992al to 1992a6, hammers 
1990), a distance of about 4 mi (6.5 km). 
This taxon is known to be extant in 
Kaluaa, Ekahanui, and North Palawai 
Gulches, all on privately owned land, 
and on the slopes of Puu Hapapa in the 
Schofield Barracks Military Reservation 
(HHP 1992a2, 1992a5, 1992a6). The 
known extant plants total about 18 
individuals in 4 populations (Joel Lau. 
HHP, pers. comm., 1992). Cyanea 
grimesiana ssp. obatae typically grows 
on steep, moist, shaded slopes in 
diverse mesic to wet forests at an 
elevation of 1,800 to 2,200 ft (550 to 670 
m) (HHP 1992a2, hammers 1990). 
Associated plants include both native 
and introduced species such as Pipturus 
olbidus (mamaki), Charpentiera 
(papa la), Claoxylon sandwicense 
(po’ola), Pisonia (papala kepau), Acacia 
koa (koa). Aleurites moluccano (kukui) 
and ferns (HHP 1992a2). The major 
threats to Cyanea grimesiana ssp. 
obatae are competition from alien plant 
species such as Clidemia hirta (Koster’s 
curse) and Schinus terebintbifolius 
(Christmas berry) and stochastic 
extinction and/or reduced reproductive 
vigor due to the small number of extant 
individuals (HHP 1992a2). Habitat 
degradation by feral pigs is a potential 
threat (HHP 1992a2). 

Donald L. Topping discovered Diellia 
unisora growing on a shaded, mossy 
bank in Pohakea Pass, Waianae 
Mountains, Oahu, in 1932. It was first 
reported and illustrated by Frances 
Smith (Smith 1934) who believed it to 
be a specimen of Diellia pumila, 
although she pointed out several 
differences between that species and the 
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Topping specimen, Warren H. Wegner, 

Jr., believing that the plant discovered 
by Topping merited specific 
recognition, described the new species, 
giving it the specific epithet unisora in 
reference to the usually single, marginal 
spore-producing body (Wagner 1951), 
Diellia uniscH^a, in the fern family 
Polypodiaceee, grows from a slender, 
erect rhizome (underground stem). 0.2 
to 1.2 in (0.5 to 3 cm) tall and 0.2 to 0.4 
in (0.4 to 1 cm) in diameter, which is 
covered with the bases of the leaf stalks 
and a few small black scales. Stalks of 
the fronds are black and shiny, and 
about 0.8 to 2 in (2 to 5 cm) long. The 
fronds are linear. 3 to 12 in (8 to 30 cm) 
tall by 0.2 to 1.2 in (0.5 to 3 cm) broad, 
with 20 to 35 pinnae (leaflets) per side, 
and gradually narrowing towards the 
apex. The pinnae are usually strongly 
asymmetrical in outline, unequally 
triangular, with mostly entire (smooth) 
margins. There usually is a single 
marginal sorus (the spore-producing 
body) running along the upper margin 
of the underside of the pinna. This 
species is distinguished fi*om others in 
the genus by a rhizome completely 
covered by the persisting bases of the 
leaf stalks, and few, very small scales; 
by sori mostly confined to the upper 
pinnae margins; and by delicate fronds 
gradually and symmetrically narrowing 
toward the apex (Wagner 1951,1952). 

Historically, Diellia unisora was 
known from steep, grassy, rocky slopes 
on the western side of the Waianae 
Mountains, Oahu (HHP 1992bl to 
1992b4; Wagner 1951,1952). This 
species is known to be extant in three 
areas of the southern Waianae 
Mountains: South Ekahanui Gulch. 
Palawai Gulch, and the Pualii- 
Napepeiauolelo Ridge (HHP 1992b2 to 
1992b4). The 4 known populations, 
which are on Lualualei Naval 
Reservation and on privately owned 
land, are scattered over a distance of 
about 2 mi (3 kra), and contain an 
estimated 700 individuals (HHP 1992b2 
to 1992b4). Diellia unisora is a 
terrestrial fern which typically grows in 
deep shade or open understory in 
dryland forest at an elevation of 1,750 
to 2,500 ft (530 to 760 m) (HHP 1992b2 
to 1992b4), Associated species include 
l^oa, Christmas berry, Psidium 
cQttleianum (strawberry guava), and 
i^etrosideros polymorpha (’ohi’a), and a 
mixture of alien and native grasses, 
forbs, and shrubs (HHP 1992b2 to 
1992b4). The major threat to Diellia 
unis(^a is competition from alien plant 
species (Christmas berry, Melinus 
^‘^nutiflora (molasses grass), Passlflora 
sjoerosa (buehue haole), and strawberry 
suavs); habitat degradation by feral pigs 


is a potential threat (HHP 1992b2, 
199 ^ 4 ). 

Gouankt vitifoha was first collected 
“on dry hills, in the district of Waianai 
[Waianae}’’ during the U.S. ExplcHring 
Expedition in 1840. Asa Gray was given 
the task of preparing a report on all of 
the foreign plants collected by the 
expedition. Of the two volumes he 
produced concerning these specimens, 
only cme was published, and in it 
Gouania vitifolia was described as a 
new species (Gray 1854), The species 
epithet was derived from the Latin vitis, 
a vine or grapevine, and folium, leaf, as 
the toothed leaves of this species 
resemble those of the grape. The Maui 
Island population of this species, first 
collected above Lahaina on West Maui 
by Edward F. Bishop, probably in the 
1870s, was described and narned G. 
bishopii in honor ol its discoverer by 
William Hillebrand (Hillebrand 1888). 

In his monograph of the genus, St. John 
described C. hawaiwnsis as a new 
species based u{K>n a collection made in 
the Kau District of Hawaii Island in 
1853 by Jules Remy (St. John 1969). 

Both of these taxa are currently 
considered synonyms of Gouania 
vitijofia (Wagner et al. 1990). 

Muania viUfotio, a nFtember of the 
buckthorn family (Rhamnaceee), is a 
climbing shrub or woody vine with 
tendrils. Leaves are papery in texture 
with a moderate to oense covering of 
short, soft hairs on both surfaces. The 
leaves are elliptic to br€>adly oval in out¬ 
line with toothed or lobed margins and 
1.2 to 3.2 in (3 to 8 cm) long by 0.8 to 
1.9 in (2 to 4.8 cm) wide. Flowers are 
arranged in axillary spikes 0.3 to 2.8 in 
(0.8 to 7 cm) long. The flowers are small 
with sepals and petals ranging from 0.03 
to 0.04 in 10.7 to 1.1 millimeters (mm)) 
in length; both are white. The 2- or 3- 
winged fruit are about 0.4 in (9 to 10 
mm) long. Seeds are oval, glossy, dark 
brown, and about 0.1 to 0.2 in (3.4 to 5 
mm) long. This species is the only 
Hawaiian memb^ of the genus with 
tendrils and toothed leaf margins (St. 
John 1969, Wagner et al, 19(90). 

Historically, Gouania vrirfolia was 
known from West Maui; the Kau District 
of the island of Hawaii; and the 
northwestern portion of the Waianae 
Mountains in Makaleha, Keaau, and 
Waianae Kai Valleys (Degener and 
Greenweli 1947, HHP 1992cl to 1992c5, 
St. John 1969, Wagn«r et al. 1990). A 
single {jopulation of five individuals 
was discovered in 1990 on the slopes of 
Waianae Kai Ridge on State-owned land 
(Anon. 1991, HHP 1992c5). Previously, 
the plant was believed extinct since it 
had not been observed since the 1930s, 
The five plants are close to one another, 
growing in a single patch in a forest of 


mostly naturalized, non-native species 
(HHP 1992c5j, and may represent clones 
of a single individual (J. Lau, pers. 
comm., 1992). Information is scant, but 
data from herbarium labels indicate that 
Gouania vitifolia prefers dry, rocky 
ridges and slopes in dry shrubland or 
dry to mesic forests at an elevation of 
about 2,000 ft (610 ro). Associated 
species include strawberry guava, 
laikui, Christmas berry, huehue haole, 
and mamaki (HHP 1992c5). The major 
threats to Gouania vitifolia are 
competition from alien plant species 
sucii as strawberry guava and Christmas 
berry; habitat destruction by feral pigs; 
and stochastic extinction and/or 
reduced reproductive vigor due to the 
small number of extant individuals, all 
of whom may be genetically identical 
(HHP 1992C5). 

Previous Federal Action 

Federal action on these plants began 
as a result of section 12 of the Act. 
which directed the Secretary of the 
Smithsonian Institution to prepare a 
r^)ort on plants considered to be 
endangered, threatened, or extinct in the 
United States. This report, designated as 
House Document No. 94-51, was 
presented to Congress on January 9, 

1975. Diellia unisora ytas considered 
threetened and Gouania vitifolia was 
considered extinct in that document. On 
July 1,1975. the Service piftjlished a 
notice in the Federal Register (40 FR 
27823} of its acceptance of the 
Smithsonian report as a petition within 
the context of section 4(c)(2l (now 
section 4(b)(3)) of the Act, and giving 
notice of its inlenticm to review the 
status of the plant taxa named therein. 
As a result of that review, on June 16, 

1976, the Service published a proposed 
rule in the Federal Register (41 FR 
24523) to determine endangered status 
pursuant to section 4 of the Act for 
approximately 1,700 vascular plant 
species. Gouania vitifolia was 
considered endangered in the proposed 
rule, but Diellia unisora, as a threatened 
species, was not included. The list of 
1,700 plant taxa was assembled on the 
basis of comments and data received by 
the Smithsonian Institution and the 
Service in response to House Document 
No. 94-51 and the July 1, 1975, Federal 
Register publication. 

General comments received in 
response to the 1976 proposal are 
summarized in an April 26,1978, 
Federal Register publication (43 FR 
17909). In 1978, amendments to the Act 
required that all proposals over 2 years 
old be w'ithdrawn. A l-year grace period 
was given to proposals already over 2 
years old. On December 10,1979, the 
Service published a notice in the 
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Federal Register (44 FR 70796) 
withdrawing the portion of the June 16, 
1976, proposal that had not been made 
final, along with four other proposals 
that had expired. The Service published 
updated notices of review for plants on 
December 15,1980 (45 FR 82479), 
September 27.1985 (50 FR 39525), and 
February 21, 1990 (55 FR 6183). 

Gouania vitifoiia was included as a 
Category 1* species on all three notices 
of review. Category 1* taxa are those for 
which the Service has on file substantial 
information on biological vulnerability 
and threats in the recent past, but which 
may have already become extinct. 
Because a population of Gouania 
vitifoiia was discovered in 1990, it is 
proposed herein for listing. Diellia 
unisora was considered a Category 1 
species on the 1980 and 1985 notices, 
but was changed to a Category 1* 
species on the 1990 notice. Category 1 
taxa are those for which the Service has 
on file substantial information on 
biological vulnerability and threats to 
support preparation of listing proposals. 
With the rediscovery of Diellia unisora 
in 1991, this taxa was given high 
priority for listing and is thus included 
in this proposal. Cyanea grimesiana ssp. 
obatae first appeared on the 1990 
notice, as a Category 2 taxon. Category 
2 taxa are those for which there is some 
evidence of vulnerability, but for which 
there are not enough data to support 
listing proposals at the time. Additional 
recently acquired biological information 
supports listing of Cyanea grimesiana 
ssp. obatae. 

Section 4(b)(3)(B) of the Act requires 
the Secretary to make findings on 
certain pending petitions within 12 
months of their receipt. Section 2(b)(1) 
of the 1982 amendments further 
requires all petitions pending on 
October 13,1982, be treated as having 
been newly submitted on that date. On 
October 13,1983, the Service found that 
the petitioned listing of these taxa was 
warranted, but precluded by other 
pending listing actions, in accordance 
with section 4(b)(3)(B)(iii) of the Act; 
notification of this finding was 
published on January 20,1984 (49 FR 
2485). Such a finding requires the 
petition to be recycled, pursuant to 
section 4{b)(3)(C)(i) of the Act. The 
finding was reviewed in October of 
1984,1985,1986, 1987,1988,1989, 

1990, and 1991. ^blication of the 
present proposal constitutes the final 1- 
year finding for these taxa. 

Summary of Factors Affecting the 
Species 

Section 4 of the Endangered Species 
Act (16 U.S.C. 1533) and regulations (50 
CFR part 424) promulgated to 


implement the Act set forth the 
procedures for adding species to the 
Federal Lists. A species may be 
determined to be an endangered or 
threatened species due to one or more 
of the five factors described in section 
4(a)(1). These factors and their 
application to Cyanea grimesiana ssp. 
obatae St. John (haha), Diellia unisora 
W.H. Wagner (no common name 
(NCN)), and Gouania vitifoiia A. Gray 
(NGN) are as follows: 

A. The Present or Threatened 
Destruction, Modification, or 
Curtailment of Its Habitat or Hange 

The habitats of the plants included in 
this proposed rule have undergone 
extreme alteration because of past and 
present land management practices, 
including deliberate alien plant and 
animal introductions, agricultural 
development, and military use (Frierson 
1973, Wagner et al. 1985). Competition 
with alien plants and degradation of 
habitat by feral pigs are considered the 
greatest present threats to the three taxa 
beine proposed. 

Ail of tne three plant taxa being 
proposed for listing are threatened by 
competition from one or more alien 
plant species, Schinus terebinthifolius 
(Christmas berry), an aggressive tree 
introduced to Hawaii before 1911 as an 
ornamental, has had particularly 
detrimental impacts (Cuddihy and 
Slone 1990). This fast growing alien 
plant is able to form dense thickets, 
displacing other plants, and also may 
release a chemical that inhibits the 
growth of other species (Smith 1985). As 
early as the 1940s, Christmas berry had 
invaded the dry slopes of Oahu; it is 
now replacing the native vegetation of 
much of the southern Waianae 
Mountains (Cuddihy and Stone 1990). 
Christmas berry is gradually invading 
other areas of the Waianae Mountains as 
well, and now threatens to occupy the 
habitat of the three plant taxa being 
proposed (HHP 1992a2,1992b2 to 
1992b4, 1992C5). 

Psidium cattleianum (strawberry 
guava), a pervasive alien tree in the 
southern Waianae Mountains, is 
distributed mainly by feral pigs and 
fruit-eating birds (Smith 1985). Like 
Christmas berry, strawberry guava is 
capable of forming dense stands to the 
exclusion of other plant species 
(Cuddihy and Stone 1990). Populations 
of Diellia unisora and Gouania vitifoiia 
are immediately threatened by 
competition with this alien plant (HHP 
1992b3.1992C5). 

Clidemia hirta (Roster's curse), a 
noxious shrub first cultivated in 
Wahiawa on Oahu, spread to the Koolsu 
Mountains in the early 1960s, where it 


is now rapidly displacing native 
vegetation. Roster’s curse spread to the 
Waianae Mountains arouna 1970 and is 
now widespread throughout Honouliuli 
(Cuddihy and Stone 1990, Culliney 
1988). This species forms a dense 
understory, shading other plants and 
hindering plant regeneration. At 
present. Roster's curse is the major 
threat to Cyanea grimesiana ssp. obatae 
(HHP 1992a2). 

The native vegetation of the leeward 
ridges of the Waianae Mountains is 
being replaced by Melinis minutiflora 
(molasses grass), another aggressive 
alien plant species. Molasses grass 
ranges from the dry lowlands to the 
lower wet forests, especially in open 
areas with sparse vegetation. This fire- 
adapted grass produces a dense mat 
capable of smothering plants, provides 
fuel for fires, and carries fires into areas 
with native woody plants {Cuddihy and 
Stone 1990). The population of DieHia 
unisora located on the leeward slopes of 
the Waianae Mountains is most 
vulnerable to molasses grass (HHP 
1992b2, 1992b4). 

Passiflora suberosa (huehue haoleK a 
vine that smothers small plants in the 
subcanopy of dryland habitats (Smith 
1985), poses an immediate threat to 
some populations of Diellia unisora 
(HHP 1992b2,1992b3). With its major 
infestations in the Waianae Mountains, 
it is also a probable threat to the only 
known extant population of Gouania 
vitifoiia (HHP 1992c5). 

Feral pigs (Sus scrofa) have been in 
the Waianae Mountains for about 150 
years and are known to be one of the 
major current modifiers of forest 
habitats (Stone 1985). Pigs damage the 
native vegetation by rooting and 
trampling the forest floor and encourage 
the expansion of alien plants that are 
better able to exploit the newdy tilled 
soils than are native species (Stone 
1985). Pigs also disseminate alien 
species through their feces and on their 
bodies, accelerating the spread of alien 
plant species within the native forest. 
Present throughout the Waianae 
Mountains in low numbers, feral pigs 
pose a potential threat as some pig trails 
and rooting have been seen in the 
general areas of all three plant taxa 
included in this proposed rule. The 
rooting was localized and no direct 
damage to any of the proposed plants 
was noted. However, this situation 
could change very quickly (HHP 
1992a2,1992b2,1992b3,1992c5). 

B. Overutilization for Commertiah 
Recreational, Scientific, or Educational 
Purposes 

Illegal collecting for scientific or 
horticultural purposes or excessive 
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visits by individuals interested in seeing 
rare plants could result from increased 
publicity. This is a potential threat to all 
of the proposed taxa, but especially to 
Gouania vitifolia, which is known from 
only 1 population of 5 individuals, and 
Cyanea grimesiano ssp. obatae, known 
from 4 populations totaling 18 
individuals. Any collection of whole 
plants or reproductive parts of these two 
taxa would cause an adverse impact on 
the gene pool and threaten the survival 
of the taxon. Disturbance to the area by 
human trampling also could promote 
erosion and greater ingress by 
competing alien species. 

C. Disease or Predation 

There is no direct evidence that 
disease or predation threatens the three 
proposed taxa. However, rats (Rattus 
spp.) and feral goats [Capra hircus), as 
well as feral pigs, are known from the 
area and damage to fruits, seeds, and 
plants from their foraging on other 
species has been observed. 

D. The Inadequacy of Existing 
Regulatory Mechanisms 

Of the three proposed taxa, two have 
populations located on private land, one 
on State, and two on Federal land: 

Cyanea grimesiana ssp. obatae and 
Diellia unisora are known only from 
Federal and private lands; Gouania 
vitifolia is known only from State land. 
There are no State laws or existing 
regulatory mechanisms at the present 
lime to protect or prevent further 
decline of these taxa on private land. 
None of the three proposed taxa are now 
listed by the State. However, Federal 
listing would automatically invoke 
listing under Hawaii State law, which 
prohibits taking of endangered plants in 
the State and encourages conservation 
by State agencies. State regulations 
prohibit the removal, destruction, or 
damage of plants found on State lands. 
However, the regulations are difficult to 
enforce because of limited personnel. 
Hawaii's Endangered Species Act (HRS, 
Sect. 195E>-4{a)) states, “Any species of 
aquatic life, wildlife, or wild plant that 
has been determined to be an 
endangered species pursuant to the 
IFederal] Endangered Species Act shall 
he deemed to be an endangered species 
under provisions of this chapter 
I * Further, the State may enter 
into agreements with Federal agencies 
lo administer and manage any area 
raquired for the conservation, 
management, enhancement, or 
protection of endangered species (HRS, 
1^ listing were to occur, 

funds for these activities could be made 

section 6 of the Federal 
I ct (State Cooperative Agreements). 


Listing of these three plant taxa would 
therefore reinforce and supplement the 
protection available to the taxa under 
State law. The Federal Act also would 
offer additional protection to these three 
taxa because, if they were to be listed as 
endangered, it would be a violation of 
the Act for any person to remove, cut, 
dig up, damage, or destroy any such 
plant in an area not under Federal 
jurisdiction in knowing violation of 
State law or regulation or in the course 
of any violation of a State criminal 
trespass law, 

E. Other Natural or Manmade Factors 
Affecting Its Continued Existence 

The small number of populations and 
individuals of all of these taxa increases 
the potential for extinction from 
stochastic events. The limited gene pool 
may depress reproductive vigor, or a 
single human-caused or natural 
environmental disturbance could 
destroy a significant percentage of the 
individuals or the only known extant 
population. Gouania vitifolia is known 
from a single population of five 
individuals. The other 2 proposed taxa 
are known from only 4 populations, 
totaling 18 individuals of Cyanea 
grimesiana ssp. obatae and 700 
individuals of Diellia unisora. 

The Service has carefully assessed the 
best scientific and commercial 
information available regarding the past, 
present, and future threats faced by 
these taxa in determining to propose 
this rule. Based on this evaluation, the 
preferred action is to list these three 
plant taxa as endangered. These taxa 
either number no more than about 20 
indi viduals or are known from fewer 
than 5 populations. The three taxa are 
threatened by one or more of the 
following: Habitat degradation and 
competition from alien plants; habitat 
degradation and potential predation by 
feral animals, particularly pigs; and lack 
of legal protection or difficulty in 
enforcing laws which are already in 
effect. Small population size and 
limited distribution make these taxa 
particularly vulnerable to extinction 
and/or reduced reproductive vigor from 
stochastic events. Because these three 
taxa are in danger of extinction 
throughout all or a significant portion of 
their ranges, they fit the definition of 
endangered as defined in the Act. 

Critical habitat is not being proposed 
for the three taxa included in this 
proposed rule, for reasons discussed in 
the “Critical Habitat** section of this 
proposal. 

Critical Habitat 

Section 4(a)(3) of the Act. as 
amended, requires that, to the maximum 


extent prudent and determinable, the 
Secretary designate critical habitat at the 
time a species is determined to be 
endangered or threatened. The Service 
finds that designation of critical habitat 
is not presently prudent for these taxa. 
Such a determination would result in no 
known benefit to the taxa. The 
publication of precise maps and 
descriptions of critical habitat in the 
Federal Register and local newspapers 
as required in a proposal for critical 
habitat would increase the degree of 
threat to these plants from take or 
vandalism and, therefore, could 
contribute to their decline and increase 
enforcement problems. The listing of 
these taxa as endangered publicizes the 
rarity of the plants and, thus, can make 
these plants attractive to researchers, 
curiosity seekers, or collectors of rare 
plants. Ail involved parties and the 
major landowner have been notified of 
the general location and importance of 
protecting the habitat of these taxa. 
Protection of the habitat of the taxa will 
be addressed through the recovery 
process and through the section 7 
consultation process. Two of these taxa 
are located on federally owned military 
reservations, but both are on steep 
slopes near the reservation boundaries 
where they are unlikely to be impacted 
by Federal activities. Therefore, the 
Service finds that designation of critical 
habitat for these taxa is not prudent at 
this time, because such designation 
would increase the degree of threat firom 
vandalism, collecting, or other human 
activities and because it is unlikely to 
aid in the conservation of these taxa. 

Available Conservation Measures 

Conservation measures provided to 
species listed as endangered under the 
Endangered Species Act include 
recognition, recovery actions, 
requirements for Federal protection, and 
prohibitions against certain activities. 
Recognition through listing encourages 
and results in conservation actions by 
Federal, State, and private agencies, 
groups, and individuals. The 
Endangered Species Act provides for 
possible land acquisition and 
cooperation with the State and requires 
that recovery actions be carried out for 
all listed species. The protection 
required of Federal agencies and the 
prohibitions against certain activities 
involving listed plants are discussed, in 
part, below. 

Section 7(a) of the Act, as amended, 
requires Federal agencies to evaluate 
their actions with respect to any species 
that is proposed or listed as endangered 
and with respect to its critical habitat, 
if any is being designated. Regulations 
implementing this interagency 
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cooperation provision of the Act are 
codified at 50 CFR part 402. Section 
7(a)(4) of the Act requires Federal 
agencies to confer informally with the 
^rvk^e on any action that is likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of a 
proposed species or result in 
destruction or adverse modihcation of 
proposed critical habitat. If a species is 
listed subsequently, section 7(a)(2) 
requires Federal agencies to insure that 
activities they authorize, fund, or carry 
out are not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of such a species or 
to destroy or adversely modify its 
critical habitat. If a Federal action may 
affect a listed species or its critical 
habitat, the responsible Federal agency 
must enter into formal consultation with 
the Service. Two of these plant taxa are 
located on the Lualualei Naval 
Reservation or Schofield Barracks 
Military Reservation, both under the 
jurisdiction of the U.S. Department of 
Defense. There cure no other known 
Federal activities that occur within the 
present known habitat of these three 
plant taxa. 

The Ad and its implementing 
regulations found at 50 CFR 17.61, 

17.62, and 17.63 for endangered plants 
set forth a series of general prohibitions 
and exceptions that apply to ail 
endangered plant species. With respect 
to the three plant taxa proposed to be 
listed as endangered, all trade 
prohibitions of section 9(a)(2) of the Act, 
implemented by 50 CFR 17.61, would 
apply. These prohibitions, in part, make 
it illegal with resped to any endangered 
plant for any person subjed to the 
jurisdidion of the United States to 
import or export; transport in interstate 
or foreign commerce in the course of a 
commercial adivity; sell or offer for sale 
in'interstate or foreign commerce; 
remove and reduce to possession any 
such species from areas under Federal 
jurisdidion; maliciously damage or 
destroy any such species on any area 
under Federal jurisdidion; or remove, 
cut, dig up, damage, or destroy any such 
species on any other area in knowing 
violation of any Slate law or regulation 
or in the course of any violation of a 
State criminal trespass law. Certain 
exceptions apply to agents of the 
Service and State conservation agencies. 
The Ad and 50 CFR 17.62 and 17.63 
also provide for the issuance of permits 
to carry out otherwise prohibited 
activities involving endangered plant 
species under certain circumstances. It 
is anticipated that few trade permits 
would ever be sought or issued because 
the plants are not common in 
cultivation nor in the wild. 

Requests for copies of the regulations 
concerning listed plants and inquiries 


regarding prohibitions and permits may 
be addressed to the Office of 
Management Authority, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, 4401 North F6urfax 
Drive, room 432, Arlington, Virginia 
22203-3507 (703/356-2104; FAX 703/ 
358-2281). 

Public Comments Solicited 

The Service intends that any Rnal 
action resulting from this proposal will 
be as accurate and as effedive as 
possible. Therefore, comments or 
suggestions from the public, other 
concerned governmental agencies, the 
scientific community, industry, or any 
other interested party concerning this 
proposed rule are hereby solicit^. 
Comments particularly are sought 
concerning: 

(1) Biological, commercial trade, or 
other relevant data concerning any 
threat (or lack thereof) to these taxa; 

(2) The location of any additional 
populations of these taxa and the 
reasons why any habitat should or 
should not be determined to be critical 
habitat as provided by sedion 4 of the 
Act; 

(3) Additional information concerning 
the range, distribution, and population 
size of these taxa; and 

(4) Current or planned adivities in the 
subject area and their possible innpads 
on these taxa. 

The fina! decision on this proposal 
will take into consideration the 
comments and any additional 
information received by the Service^ and 
such communications may lead to a 
final regulation that differs from this 
proposal. 

Tne Endangered Species Act provides 
for at least one public hearing on this 
proposal, if requested. Hearing requests 
must be received within 45 days of the 
date of publication of the proposal. 

Such requests must be made in writing 
and addressed to the Field Supervisor 
(see ADDRESSES sedion). 

National Environmental Policy Ad 

The Fish and Wildlife Service has 
determined that an Environmental 
Assessment or Environmental Impact 
Statement, as defined under the 
authority of the National Environmental 
Policy Ad of 1969, need not be 
prepared in connedion with regulations 
adopted pursuant to sedion 4(a) of the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as 
amended. A notice outlining the 
Service’s reasons for this determination 
was published in the Federal Register 
on October 25,1983 (48 FR 49244). 
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List of Subjects in 50 CFR Part 17 

Endangered and threatened species, 
Exports. Imports, Reporting and 
recordkeeping requirements, and 
Transportation. 

Proposed Regulations Promulgation 

PART 17—{AMENDED] 

Accordingly, it is hereby proposed to 
amend part 17, subchapter B of chapter 
I, title 50 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations, as set forth below: 

1. The authority citation for part 17 
continues to read as follows; 

Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1361-1407; 16 U.S.C. 
1531-1544; 16 U.S.C. 4201-4245; Pub. L. 99- 
625,100 Stat. 3500; unless otherwise noted. 

2. It is proposed to amend § 17.12(h) 
by adding the following, in alphabetical 
order under the families indicated, and 
by adding a new family 
“Polypodiaceae—Fern family,*’ in 
alphabetical order to the List of 
Endangered and Threatened Plants; 

§ 17.12 Endangered and threatened plants. 
***** 

(h)* * * 


Species 


Scientific name ConwTK)n name 


Historic range 


Status When listed Critical habitat Special rules 


Campanulaceae—Bellflower family: 



e 



• 



• • 

Cyanea ghmesiana ssp. obatae . 

... Haha .... 


• 

. U.S.A. (HI) . 

. E ... 


e 

NA 

NA 

• • 

PolypcxJiaceae—Fern family: 


• 

e 


• 

• 



• • 

Diellia unisora . 



e 

.. U.S.A. (HI) . 

. E ... 


• 

NA 

NA 

• * 

lihamnaceae—Buckthorn family; 


• 



• 

e 



• • 

Gouania vitifolia . 



. U.S.A. (HI) . 

. E ... 

‘ 

' • 

NA 

NA 
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Bruce Blanchard, 

Acting Director, Fish and Wildlife Service, 
IFR Doc. 92-302S3 Filed 12-11-92; «:45 amj 
BILUNQ CODE 4310-6a-M 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration 

50 CFR Parts 672 and 675 
[Oockat No. 92110a-2308] 

Groundfish Fishery of the Gulf of 
Alaska, and Groundfish Fishery of the 
Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Area 

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries 
Service‘(NMFS), NOAA, Commeroe. 
ACTION: Proposed rule; request for 
comments. 

SUMMARY: NMFS proposes regulations 
that would establish two trawl test areas 
in the Gulf of Alaska (GOA) and one 
trawl test area in the Bering Sea and 
Aleutian Islands (BSAI) area where 
pelagic and bottom trawl fishermen 
could test their trawl hshing gear when 
the GOA or BSAI would otherwise be 
closed to trawling. Establishment of 
these test areas would allow vessel 
operators the opportunity to test their 
trawl gear before a season opens so that 
they could begin fishing efficiently at 
the beginning of a season. Tliis would 
reduce lost i^hing time from gear 
problems, and would promote the goals 
and objectives of the North Pacific 
Fishery Management Council (Council) 
with respect to groundfish management 
off Alaska. Authority to establish test 
areas is contained in Amendment 27 to 
the Fishery Management Plan (FMP) for 
Groundfish of the GOA and in 
Amendment 22 to the FMP for the 
Groundfish Fishery of the BSAI Area. 
These amendments were submitted to 
the Secretary of Commerce (Secretary) 
by the Council and are pending the 
Secretary's review and approval. 

DATE: Comments are invited until 
January 8,1993. 

ADDRESS: Comments may be sent to 
Ronald J. Berg, Chief, Fisheries 
Management Division, Alaska Region, 
National Marine Fisheries Service. P.O. 
Box 21668. Juneau. AK 99802. 

Individual copies of proposed 
Amendments 22 and 27 and the 
environmental assessment/regulatory 
impact review/initial regulatory 
flexibility analysis (EA.^RIR/IRFA) may 
be obtained from the Council, P.O. Box 
103136, Anchorage. AK 99510. 
Comments on the environmental 
assessment are particularly requested. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
David C. Ham, Fisheries Management 
Biologist, NMFS, (907) 586-7229. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Background 

The domestic and foreign groundfish 
fisheries in the exclusive economic zone 
of the GOA and BSAI are managed by 
the Secretary under the FMP for 
Groundfi^ of the GOA and the FMP for 
the Groundfish of the BSAI area. These 
FMPs were prepared by the Council 
under the Magnuson Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act 
(Magnuson Act) and are implemented 
by regu lations for the foreign fishery at 
50 C FR pa rt 611 and for the U.S. fishery 
at 50 CFR parts 672 and 675. 
respectively. General regulations that 
also pertain to the U.S. fishery appear at 
50 CFR part 620. 

Amendment 27 to the GOA FMP and 
Amendment 22 to the BSAI FMP were 
recommended to the Secretary by the 
Council at its January 13-18,1992, 
meeting, and are under Secretarial 
review. A notice of availability of the 
amendments was published on 
September 25,1992 (57 FR 44355). If 
approved by the Secretary, these 
amendments would provide NMFS with 
the authority to establish trawl test 
areas. This rule proposes to establish 
two areas in the GOA and one area in 
the BSAI area where pelagic and bottom 
trawl fishermen could test their trawl 
fishing gear when the GOA or BSAI is 
otherwise closed to trawling. 
Establishment of these test areas would 
allow vessel operators to test their gear 
before a season opens and begin fishing 
efficiently at the beginning of a season, 
reducing lost fishing time from gear 
problems. 

Until recently, the GOA and BSAI 
have been open to trawling for most of 
the year, and fishermen were able to test 
trawl gear in preparation for a season 
opening. However, in 1992, new 
regulations (57 FR 382, January 6,1992) 
delayed the opening of the trawl season 
in the GOA and BSAI from January 1 
until January 20. A similar delay of the 
GOA and BSAI trawl fisheries until 
January 20 is in effect for 1993 and 
beyond (57 FR 43926, September 23, 
1992) to reduce by catch rates of chinook 
salmon and Pacific halibut. Therefore, 
from January 1 until January 20 of each 
year, trawl gear may not be deployed in 
the GOA and BSAI, and fishermen will 
be unable to test their trawl gear before 
the trawl season opening. 

Fishing with trawl gear is also 
prohibited at other times of the year in 
the GOA. If a quarterly allocation of 
halibut bycatch for trawl gear is taken. 


non-pelagic trawling is prohibited for 
the remainder of that quarter. This 
would prohibit fishermen from testing 
their bottom trawl gear before the next 
bottom trawling season begins. 

There are several reasons for 
fishermen to test trawl gear before 
season openings. Fisheries are closing 
earlier because increasingly larger fleets 
are harvesting the total allowable catch 
(TAC) more quickly. The establishment 
of trawl test areas would enable 
fishermen to test tlwir gear and begin 
fishing efficiently at the beginning of a 
season, reducing lost fishing time that 
might result from gear problems. In a 
similar trawl test program, the State of 
Washington allows vessels to use State 
waters in Puget Sound for trawl gear 
testing. 

If approved. Amendments 27 and 22 
would provide the Secretary with the 
authority to establish gear test areas, 
with no specific reference to a particular 
gear type. With this authority, the 
Secretary could implement any future 
gear test areas for any gear type by 
regulatory amendment, without 
amending the FMP. The^amendments 
also include the following five criteria 
vrith which any geat test area must 
comply. 

1. Depth 6md bottom type must be 
suitable for testing the particular gear 
type. 

2. The areas must be outside State 
waters. 

3. The areas must be in locations not 
normally closed to fishing with that gear 
type. 

4. The areas must be in locations that 
are not usually fished heavily by that 
gear type. 

5. The areas must not be within a 
designated Steller sea lion protection 
area at any time of the year. 

This proposed rule would establish 
three trawl test areas (see Figure 1) 
bounded by straight lines connecting 
the following coordinates in the order 
listed: 


GULF OF ALASKA— XOCXAK 


W. longitude 

N. latitude 

152® 02' 

57® 37' 

151® 25' 

57® 37' 

151® 25' 

57® 23' 

152® 02' 

57® 23' 

152® 02' 

57® 37' 

GULF OF ALASKA- 

-SAND POINT 


W. longitude 

N. latitude 

161® 00' 

54® 50' 

160® 30' 

54® 50' 

160® 30' 

54® 35' 

161*00' 

54® 35' 

161® OO' 

54® 50' 
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BERING SEA 


w. longitude 

N. latitude 

167® otr 

55® 00' 

166® 00' 

55® 00' 

166® 00' 

54® 40' 

167® 00' 

54® 40' 

167® 00' 

55® 00' 


Fishermen would be able to test trawl 
gear in these areas at times when 
trawling would otherwise be prohibited 
in those management areas under the 
following conditions: 

(1) The cod end shall be left unzipped 
so that the trawl gear will not retain 
fish; 

(2) Groundfish may not be on board; 
and 

(3) The time vessels spend trawl gear 
testing in these three areas will not 
contribute towards observer coverage 
requirements, and the placement of 
observers on board these vessels will be 
at the discretion of the Regional 
Director. 

Criteria for Gear Test Areas 

The following explains how the three 
proposed trawl test areas comply with 
the criteria: 

ID Depth and bottom type must be 
suitable for testmg pelagic and bottom 
trawl nets. 

The Kodiak area has depths ranging 
from approximately 30-80 fathoms, the 
Sand Point area from 50-65 fathoms, 
and the Bering Sea area from 70-160 
fathoms. These depths are suitable for 
bottom and pelagic trawling, and the 
bottom type is suitable for bottom 
trawling. Therefore, these test areas 
should be acceptable testing grounds for 
bottom and pelagic trawl gear. Each of 
these trawl test areas was chosen with 
the advice and assistance of trawl 
industry representatives. 

(2) The areas must be outside Alaska 
State waters. 

All of the trawl test areas are outside 
State waters. 

(3) The areas must be in locations that 
are not usually heavily fished by 
trawling. 

None of the three test areas is known 
to be an area of high trawl catch for 
groundfish. 

ID The areas must be in locations not 
normally closed to trawling. 

None of the trawl test areas is in an 
woa that is normally closed to trawling 
at any time of the year. However, the 
Bring Sea test area is entirely within 
toe summer Herring Savings Area 2 
InSA 2). Herring Savings Area 2 
J^gulations require that the attainment 
0 a trawl bycatch allowance for herring 
jvould close the HSA 2 for the period 
^om July 1 to August 15. NMFS 
t^heves that the Bering Sea test area 


would be required only from January 1 
to January 20 before the trawl season 
opens. Because trawl bycatch amounts 
of herring are insignificant in the HSA 
2 during January, conflicts should not 
result from having a trawl test area in 
HSA 2. 

(5) The trawl test area must not be 
within a designated Steller sea lion 
protection area at any time of the year. 

None of the three test areas is within 
a designated Steller sea lion protection 
area at any time of the year. 

At the January 1992 Ckiuncil meeting, 
the CounciTs Scientific and Statistical 
Committee (SSC) and Advisory Panel 
(AP) recommended that several issues of 
concern be addressed before the 
proposed FMP amendments and this 
proposed rule are published in the 
Federal Register. The following are 
responses'to the SSC's and AP’s 
concerns about the implementation of 
these trawl test areas: 

(1) Species to be encountered in trawl 
test areas. 

From the GOA and BSAI Stock 
Assessment and Fishery Evaluation 
Reports for 1992, the species that are 
likely to be encountered in these test 
areas are: 

Kodiak and Sand Point Areas— 
walleye pollock. Pacific cod, flatfish, 
sablefish, rockfish, halibut, salmon, crab 
and other species. 

Bering Sea Area—walleye pollock. 
Pacific cod, halibut, greenland turbot, 
arrowtooth flounder, sablefish. Pacific 
ocean perch, atka mackerel, and small 
amounts of rock sole, other flatfish, 
squid, and other species. 

(2) Accessibility of these areas to 
fishermen. 

Vessels fishing in the Gulf of Alaska 
could use the Kodiak and Sand Point 
test areas. Vessels fishing in the Bering 
Sea are primarily based in Dutch Harbor 
and Akutan, making the Bering Sea test 
area most convenient for testing. These 
test areas have been positioned to 
provide the best access to a test area by 
the majority of trawl vessels, and were 
chosen with input and consultation 
with the trawl fishing industry. 

(3) The trawl test area should not be 
larger than is necessary to test the gear. 

Kodiak Area—^The approximate size 
for this area is 14 nautical miles (nm) by 
18 nm, or 252 square nm. This is 
approximately the minimum size 
needed for a test area to allow vessels 
enough straight line distance and room 
to maneuver. For example, if a vessel is 
moving through a test area and begins 
gear testing at a normal trawling speed 
of 3-4 knots, the vessel couM move in 
the same direction for about 4 hours. 
This should be enough time to solve 
most gear problems. Also, making the 


area nearly square provides room for 
vessel operators to use the test area 
without interfering with each other. 

This is important because vessels 
working on gear problems are less able 
to maneuver. 

Sand Point Area—^This area is 
approximately 15 nm by 15 nm, or 225 
square nm, about the same size as the 
Kodiak area. 

Bering Sea Area—This area is 
approximately 20 nm by 30 nm, or 600 
square nm. This area is larger than the 
otner two areas, because vessels that 
operate in the BSAI are larger. These 
larger vessels tow larger nets and are 
less capable of maneuvering because of 
their size. These factors contribute to 
the need for a larger area in the BSAI. 

(4) Enforcement requirements for 
trawl test areas. Check in/check out or 
notification of trawl test area use may be 
required in the future to aid 
enforcement. 

(5) Trawl testing and crab opening 
conflicts. 

Crab fishing with pot gear and halibut 
fishing with hook and line gear are 
classified as stationary gear. Sometimes, 
movable gear such as trawl gear can 
conflict with stationary gear if both gear 
types are used on the same fishing 
grounds. If pot or hook and line gear is 
especially abundant, for example on a 
season opening for these gear types, it 
may be difficult for trawlers to avoid the 
stationary gear in the trawl test areas, 
resulting in conflict between stationary 
and movable gear types. In 1991, the 
King crab openings in the two GOA test 
areas were on September 25. Conflicts 
could have resulted in the GOA test 
areas if heavy use of the test areas 
occurred at the end of the third quarter 
due to a prohibition on trawling from 
exhausting the third quarter halibut PSC 
bycatch allocation. NMFS does not 
believe that trawl testing during these 
times of potential conflict will create a 
burden for the king crab fisheries; 
however, NMFS may implement time/ 
area closures for trawl testing if public 
comments show that significant gear 
conflicts would occur. 

For 1991, the Tanner crab opening for 
all three eureas occurred on January 15. 
Trawl testing would be required from 
January 1 to January 20 when trawling 
is prohibited in the GOA and BSAI. 
Therefore, heavy use of the trawl test 
areas could potentially conflict with the 
Tanner crab opening on January 15. 
Conflicts are not expected to occur to a 
great extent in the Bering Sea or the 
Sand Point test areas because few crab 
resources exist there. Crab resources in 
the Kodiak area are abundant, and the 
potential exists for conflict. NMFS does 
not believe that trawl testing during 
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these times of potential conflict will 
create a burden for the Tanner crab 
fisheries; however, NMFS may 
implement time/area closures for trawl 
testing if public comments show that 
significant gear conflicts would occur. 

(6) Trawl testing and halibut opening 
conflicts. 

The Bering Sea test area falls within 
the International Pacific Halibut 
Commission (IPHC) fishing area 4A, For 
1992, area 4A halibut fishing periods are 
from June 8 to June 9, from August 6 to 
announced closure, and from September 
22 to announced closure. Trawl testing 
should not conflict with the halibut 
opening in the Bering Sea area, because 
the time of year that the Bering Sea 
trawl test area would normally be used 
would be from January 1 to January 20. 
when fishing with trawl gear in the 
BSAI is prohibited. 

The Sand Point test area is in the 
IPHC area 3B, where the 1992 halibut 
fishing periods will be from June 8 to 
June 9, from September 7 to September 
8, and from October 5 to announced 
closure. The Gulf of Alaska is closed to 
trawling from January 1 to January 20. 
and possibly near the end of each 
quarter if the quarterly allocation of 
halibut bycatch is exhausted. Halibut 
openings from June 8 to June 9 and 
September 7 to September 8 are near the 
end of the second and third quarters, 
respectively, so it is possible that the 
halibut bycatch for the trawl fleet would 
be taken and trawling would be 
prohibited resulting in use of the trawl 
test areas, thereby conflicting with the 
area 3B halibut opening. NMFS does not 
believathat trawl testing during these 
times of potential conflict will create a 
burden for the Pacific halibut fisheries; 
however, NMFS may implement time/ 
area closures for trawl testing if public 
comments show that significant gear 
conflicts would occur. 

The Kodiak test area is in IPHC area 
3A, and has the same 1992 halibut 
fishing periods as the Sand Point area. 


The Kodiak test area is in the same 
situation with regard to conflicts with 
halibut openings as the Sand Point area 
in the above paragraph. NMFS does not 
believe that trawl testing during these 
times of potential conflict will create a 
burden for the Pacific halibut fisheries; 
however, NMFS may implement time/ 
area closures for trawl testing if public 
comments show that significant gear 
conflicts would occur. 

Classification 

The Council prepared an 
environmental assessment (EA) for the 
FMP amendments and this proposed 
rule that discusses the impact on the 
environment as a result of this rule. A 
copy of the EA may be obtained from 
the Council (see ADDRESSES) and 
comments on it are requested. 

The Assistant Administrator for 
Fisheries. NOAA (Assistant 
Administrator), initially determii^ed that 
this proposed rule is not a “major rule'* 
requiring a regulatory impact analysis 
under Executive Order 12291. This 
determination is based on the RIR 
prepared for this proposed rule. This 
proposed rule, if adopted, is not likely 
to result in an annual effect on the 
economy of $100 million or more; a 
major increase in costs or prices for 
consumers, individual industries, 
Federal, State, or local government 
agencies, or geographic regions; or a 
significant adverse effect on 
competition, employment, investment* 
productivity, innovation, or the ability 
of U.S.-based enterprises to compete 
with foreign-based enterprises in 
domestic or export markets. 

The Council prepared an initial 
regulatory flexibility analysis as part of 
the regulatory impact review which 
concludes that this proposed rule, if 
adopted, would have significant effects 
on small entities. More than 2,000 
vessels may fish for groundfish off 
Alaska in 1992 and future years. This 
proposed rule is expected to have 


positive economic effects by allowing 
vessel operators to test their gear and 
have it in operating condition for the 
beginning of the trawl season. This 
opportunity is expected to improve 
fishing efficiency and reduce costs 
•resulting from lost time due to 
inoperative fishing gear during the 
season. A copy of this analysis is 
available from the Council (see 
ADDRESSES). 

NMFS has determined that none of 
the management measures proposed 
under this rule would adversely affect 
endangered or threatened species. 
Therefore, formal consultation pursuant 
to section 7 of the Endangered Species 
Act is not required for the adoption of 
these FMP amendments or their 
implementing rules. 

This proposed rule does not contain 
a collection of information requirement 
for purposes of the Paperwork 
Reduction Act. 

The Council determined that this rule, 
if adopted, will be implemented in a 
manner that is consistent to the 
maximum extent practicable with the 
approved coastal management program 
of the State of Alaska. This 
determination has been submitted for 
review by the responsible State agencies 
under section 307 of the Coastal Zone 
Management Act. 

This proposed rule does not contain 
policies with federalism implications 
sufficient to warrant preparation of a 
federalism assessment under Executive 
Order 12612. 

List of Subjects in 50 CFR Parts 672 and 
675 

Fisheries, Fishing vessels. 

Dated: December 8,1992. 

Samuel W. McKeen, 

Acting Assistant Administrator for Fisbehes, 
National Marine Fisheries Service. 

BtLUNG CODE 3610-22~M 









FIG 1 - LOCATION OF PROPOSED TRAWL TEST AREAS 
IN THE GULF OF ALASKA AND BERING SEA 
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For the reasons set out in the 
preamble, 50 CFR parts 672 and 675 are 
proposed to be amended as follows: 

PART 672—GROUNDFISH OF THE 
GULF OF ALASKA 

1. The authority citation for part 672 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1801 e( seq. 

2. In § 672.24, paragraph (f) is added 
to read as follows: 

§672.24 Gear Umitations. 

« * * «f « 

(f) Trawl Gear Test Areas. (1) General. 
For purposes of allowing pelagic and 
bottom trawl fishermen to test trawl 
fishing gear, NMFS may establish, after 
consulting with the Council, locations 
for the testing of trawl fishing gear in 
areas that would otherwise be closed to 
trawling. 

(2) ‘For the purposes of this section, 
"trawl gear testing” means deploying 
trawl gear in areas designated in this 
paragraph under the following 
conditions: 

(i) The cod end shall be unzipped 
while trawl gear testing; 

(ii) Groundfish shall not be possessed 
on board when trawl gear testing; and 

(iii) Observers on board vessels during 
the time spent trawl gear testing shall 
not fulfill observer requirements at 
§672.27. 

(3) The establishment of test areas 
must comply with the following five 
criteria: 

(i) Depth and bottom type must be 
suitable for testing the particular gear 
type. 

(ii) The areas must be outside State 
waters. 

(iii) The areas must be in locations not 
normally closed to fishing with that gear 
type. 

(iv) The areas must be in locations 
that are not usually fished heavily by 
that gear type. 


(v) The areas must not be within a 
designated Steller sea lion protection 
area at any time of the year . 

(4) Kodiak Test Area. Trawl gear 
testing is allowed in an area bounded by 
straight lines connecting the following 
coordinates in the order listed at times 
when fishing with trawl gear is 
prohibited in statistical area 63 as 
defined in §672.2: 


W. longitude N. latitude 


152® 02' 
151® 25' 
151® 25' 
152® 02' 
152® 02' 


57® 37' 
57® 37' 
57® 23' 
57® 23' 
57® 37' 


(5) Sand Point Test Area. Trawl gear 
testing is allowed in an area bounded by 
straight lines connecting the following 
coordinates in the order listed at times 
when fishing with trawl gear is 
prohibited in statistical area 61 as 


defined in §672.2: 


W. longitude 

N latitude 

161® 00' 

54® 50' 

160® 30' 

54® 50' 

160® 30' 

54® 35' 

161® 00' 

54® 35' 

161® 00' 

54® 50' 


PART 675—GROUNDFISH OF THE 
BERING SEA AND ALEUTIAN ISLANDS 
AREA 

3. The authority citation for part 675 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq. 

4. In §675.24, paragraph (g) is added 
to read as follows: 

§675.24 Gear limitations. 
***** 

(g) Trawl Gear Test Areas. (1) General. 
For purposes of allowing pelagaic and 
bottom trawl fishermen to test trawl 
fishing gear, NMFS may establish, after 
consulting with the Council, locations 
for the testing of trawl fishing gear in 


areas that would otherwise be closed to 
trawling. 

(2) For the purposes of this section, 
"trawl gear testing” means deploying 
trawl gear in areas designated in this 
paragraph under the following 
conditions: 

(i) The cod end shall be unzipped 
while trawl gear testing; 

(ii) Groundfish shall not be possessed 
on board when trawl gear testing; and 

(iii) Observers on board vessels during 
the time spent trawl gear testing shall 
not fulfill observer requirements at 
§672.27 of this part. 

(3) The establishment of test areas 
must comply with the following five 
criteria: 

(i) Depth and bottom type must be 
suitable for testing the particular gear 
type. 

(ii) The areas must be outside Stale 
waters. 

(iii) The areas must be in locations not 
normally closed to fishing with that gear 
type. 

(iv) The areas must be in locations 
that are not usually fished heavily by 
that gear type. 

(v) The areas must not be within a 
designated Steller sea lion protection 
area at any time of the year. 

(4) Bering Sea Test Area. Trawl gear 
testing is allowed in an area bounded by 
straight lines connecting the following 
coordinates in the order listed at times 
when fishing with trawl gear is 
prohibited in the Bering Sea and 
Aleutian Islands Management Area as 


defined in §675.2:* 


W. longitude 

N. lafitude 

167° 00' 

55® 00' 

166® 00' 

55® 00' 

166® 00' 

54® 40' 

167® 00' 

54® 40' 

167® 00' 

55® 00' 


|FR Doc. 92-30214 Filed 12-9-92; 1:16 pml 
BILUNG CODE 351&-22-M 
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department of agriculture 

Agricultural Research Service 

Government Owned Inventions 
Available for Licensing 

AGENCY: Agricultural Research Service. 
USDA. 

ACTION: Notice of government owned 
inventions available for licensing. 

SUMMARY: The inventions listed below 
are owned by the U.S. Government as 
represented by the Department of 
Agriculture, and are available for 
licensing in accordance with 35 U.S.C. 
207 and 37 CFR 404 to achieve 
expeditious commercialization of 
results of federally funded research and 
development. Foreign patents are filed 
on selected inventions to extend market 
coverage for U.S, companies and may 
also be available for licensing. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Technical and licensing information on 
these inventions may be obtained by 
writing to: M. Ann Whitehead, Patent 
Coordinator, USDA, ARS, room 403, 

Bldg. 005, BARC-West, Beltsville, 
Maryland 20705; (301) 504-6786 or Fax 
(301) 504-5060. All patent applications 
niay be purchased, specifying the serial 
number listed below, by writing NTIS, 
5285 Port Royal Road, Springfield, 
Virginia. 22161; NTIS Sales Desk (703) 
4^-4650. Issued patents may be 
obtained from the Commission of 
Patents, U.S. Patent and Trademark 
Office. Washington. DC 20231. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
inventions available for licensing are: 
7-519.197 (U.S. 5.122.188) Vegetable 
Oil-Based Printing Ink. 

Campy-Cefex Selective and 
inferential Medium for 
^ompylobacter. 

^ ^^hl/3 Probiotic for Control of 
Salmonella. 

^ 936,423 Portable Intron as an 
insertion Vector for Gene Insertion. 


7-937,634 Oxidative Bleaching of Wood 
Pulp by Vanadium-Substituted 
Polyoxometallates. 

7-937.764 Fungus-Bioregulator 
Composition and Methods for Control 
of Plant Parasitic Nematodes. 

7-939,764 Compost Toilet Mixing Tool. 

7-965,308 A Stable Beverage Clouding 
Agent Prepared from Isolated Soy 
Protein. 

M. Ann Whitehead, 

National Patent Coordinator. 

IFR Doc. 92-30208 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am) 

BILUNO COO€ 341]MO-M 


Food Safety and Inspection Service 
[Docket No. 92-028N] 

Congressionalty-Mandated Exemption 
Studies 

AGENCY: The Food Safety and Inspection 
Service. USDA. 

ACTION: Notice of study commencement; 
request for public participation. 

SUMMARY: The Food Safety and 
Inspection Service has commenced two 
exemption studies pursuant to a 
congressional mandate. The first study 
will examine present and future 
exemptions from Federal inspection 
requirements for specified products: the 
second will consider the 
"appropriateness of exempting from 
inspection certain types of wholesale 
meat and poultry processing. These 
reports will be submitted to Congress on 
or before December 13.1993. Public 
participation in the form of written 
comments is encouraged. 

DATES: Written comments should be 
submitted by mail or FAX on or before: 
February 12,1993. 

ADDRESSES: Written comments to: 

Policy Office, Attn: Linda Carey, FSIS 
Hearing Clerk, room 3171, South 
Building, Food Safety and Inspection 
Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
Washington. DC 20250. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Dr. Jane R. Roth, Director. Policy 
Analysis Unit, Policy Evaluation and 
Planning Staff, FSIS, U.S. Department of 
Agriculture. Washington, DC 20250, 
(202) 720-6735 or FAX (202) 690-1030. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Public Participation 

All peuties with an interest in the 
issues these studies raise are invited to 


submit wTitten comments explaining 
their position and. where appropriate, 
make recommendations for 
consideration by this Agency. In 
particular, FSIS is interested in 
potential economic impacts and health- 
related scientific criteria that should be 
evaluated during the conduct of these 
exemption studies. Written comments 
should refer to docket number 92-028N. 
All comments submitted in response to 
this notice will be available for public 
inspection in the Policy Office from 9 
a.m. to 4 p.m., Monday through Friday. 

Background 

The Food, Agriculture, Conservation, 
and Trade Act Amendments of 1991 
(section 1016, Pub. L. 101-237; 
approved December 13,1991) amended 
the Federal Meat Inspection Act (FMLA) 
and the Poultry Products Inspection Act 
(PPIA) and commissioned two studies. 
The first is referred to as the “Product 
Exemption Study.*’ The second is 
referred to as the “Wholesale Exemption 
Study.” Study requirements as set forth 
in the amendments are as follows: 

Product Exemption Study 

“A study to develop criteria for, and 
evaluate, present and future inspection 
exemptions for meat food products and 
poultry products under the Federal 
Meat Inspection Act (21 U.S.C. 601 et 
seq.] and the Poultry Products 
Inspection Act (21 U.S.C. 451 et seq.], 
respectively, which shall examine the 
potential effect on consumers, on the 
affected industries, on public health and 
food safety, on the role of the 
Department of Agriculture, and the 
scientific basis for the exemptions.” 

Wholesale Exemption Study 

“A study, of the appropriateness of 
granting em exemption from the 
requirements of the Federal Meat 
Inspection Act or the Poultry Products 
Inspection Act, as appropriate, for 
wholesale meat outlets selling to hotels, 
restaurants, or other similar institutional 
users, provided that the processing of 
meat by the outlets is limited to cutting, 
slicing, grinding, or repackaging into 
smaller quantities.” 

Commencement of the Studies 

Work on these studies has begun. 

They are being conducted concurrently. 
FSIS will consult with the National 
Academy of Sciences before finalizing 
study results. Reports of the studies will 
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be provided to the Committee cm 
Agriculture of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of 
the Senate not later than December 13, 
1993. 

Done at Washington, DC, on December 8. 
1992. 

H. Russell Cross, 

Administrator, Food Safety and Inspection 
Service. 

IFR Doc. 92-30321 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 amj 
BILLtNG CODE 


Forest Service 

Exemption of Basin Salvage Timber 
Sale From Appeal, Okanogan National 
Forest, WA 

AGENCY: Forest Service, USDA. 

ACTION: Notice to exempt decisions from 
administrative appeal. 

SUMAMRY: This is a notiRcation that the 
decision to implement the Basin Salvage 
Timber Sale at the base of Mt. Annie on 
the Okanogan National Forest is 
exempted from appeal. This is in 
conformance with provisions of 36 CFR 
217.4(a)(ll) as published in the Federal 
Register on January 23,1989 (54 FR 
3342). 

EFFECTIVE DATE: December 14.1992. 
FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Elaine 
Zieroth, District Ranger, Tonasket 
Ranger District, Okanogan National 
Forest, 1 West Winesap, Tonasket, 
Washington 98855, Phone (509) 486- 
2186. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The Basin 
Salvage Area consists of 168 acres of 
primarily lodgepoie pine with inter¬ 
mixed western larch and Douglas-fir. A 
population of mountain pine beetles 
have been present in the area for the 
past two to three years as evidenced by 
the past mortality which is present in 
patches throughout, it appears, that as 
the lodgepoie pine in the area grow to 
a larger diameter, the population of 
beetles has been expanding taking 
advantage of the more favorable, larger 
diameter trees. In June-October 1992, an 
interdisciplinary team (IDT) analyzed 
the infested area to assess the current 
and potential damage to the resources 
that had or may occur. The IDT 
observed that conditions throughout the 
analysis area are very favorable to the 
continued expansion of the beetle 
population. The trend observed 
appeared to show that in the past three 
years the population has expanded 
almost exponentially in numbers and 
area and seemed to be reaching a critical 
level. 


The EDT identified the need to salvage 
the timber which has already died and 
to use an integrated pest management 
(IPM) process in order to reduce losses 
from the mountain pine beetle to a 
tolerable level. Logging before the beetle 
completes another life cycle and the 
existing brood, which is over-wintering 
in the stems of currently dead trees, 
emerges will minimize attacks on 
currently healthy trees. This 
‘‘preventive’* IPM system is the best 
approach to limiting the mountain pine 
b^Ie population expansion because the 
techniques are more effective, 
economical, environmentally 
acceptable, and compatible with 
management for other forest resources. 

The IDT developed different 
alternatives to analyze the effects of no 
action and implementation of possible 
salvage opportunities. The effects of 
these alternatives are disclosed in an 
environmental assessment whidi was 
prepared for the proposal. The Proposed 
Acticm (Alternative 2) would implement 
stocking reductions over approximately 
168 acres of land heavily infected and 
at an extreme high risk of further 
infection. This harvest would produce 
about 1.9 million board feet (MMBF) of 
merchantable volume for local markets. 
Approximately .57 miles of logging 
roads would be constructed in order to 
access the area and then (^literated after 
log haul and harvest use. 

The sale and accompanying work is 
designed to accomplish the objectives as 
quickly as possible, limit the amount of 
merchantable salvage volume lost to 
mortality, to minimize the population 
growth of the mountain pine beetle, and 
to reduce the impacts that any further 
expansion of this population would 
have to the surrounding area and 
affected forest resources. To expedite 
this sale project and the accompanying 
work, this project is exempted from 
appeals (36 CFR 217). Under this 
Regulation, the following is exempt 
from appeal. 

Decisions related to the rehabilitation of 
National Forest System lands and recovery of 
forest resources resulting from natural 
disasters or other natural phenomena, such 
as wildfires • • * when the Regional 
Forester * • • determines and gives notice 
in the Federal Register that good cause exists 
to exempt such decisions from review under 
this part. 

After publication of this notice in the 
Federal Register, this Decision Notice 
for the Basin Salvage Timber Sale may 
be signed by the District Ranger. 
Therefore, this project will not be 
subject to review under 36 CFR part 
217. 


Dated: December 8,1992. 

Michael S. Edrington, 

Acting Deputy Regional Forester. 

(FR Doc. 92-30227 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 amj 

BIUJNG CODE S4ia>l«<4l 


Exemption of Lone Pine Recovery 
Project Timber Salvage and Connected 
Activities, Fire Interpretation, Soil and 
Water Protection and Improvement, 
Wildlife Habitat Improvement, 
Sensitive Plant Enhancement From 
Appeal, WInema National Forest, 
Klamath County, OR 


AGENCY: Forest Service. USDA. 

ACTION: Notice to exempt decisions from 
administrative appeal. 


SUMMARY: This is a notification that the 
decisions to implement Lone Pine 
Recovery Projects in the area of Lone 
Pine on the Winema National Forest is 
exempted from appeal. This is in 
conformance with provisions of 36 CFR 
217.4(a)(ll) as published in the Federal 
Register on January 23,1989 (54 FR 
3342). 

EFFECTIVE DATE: December 14,1992. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 


Bob Castaneda, Forest Supervisor, 
Winema National Forest, 2819 Dahlia 
Street. Klamath Falls, Oregon 97601, 
Phone (503) 883-6714. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
projects proposed for the Lone Pine 
recovery include: Timber salvage of fire 
killed timber; reforestation of conifer 
and forage spades; interpretation and 
education opportunities; soil and water 
protection and improvement; wildlife 
habitat improvement, and fall antelope 
bitterbrush seeding all aimed at 
initiating recovery of the Lone Pine Fire 
which occurred on the Winema 
National Forest in August 1992. The fire 
severely burned more than 25,000 acres 
of National Forest land, killing most of 
the timber and other vegetation. 

Shortly after the fire occurred, an 
Interdisdplinary Team (IDT) was 
organized to conduct an environmental 
analysis for the recovery of the fire area. 
The IDT began with an initial scoping 
meeting on August 24,1992. After 
public meetings, press releases, and 
contacts with individuals, 
environmental and timber industry 
groups, Federal, State, County and 
Tribal governments, three urgent 
concerns were identified. They are: 

(1) Expedite economic and resource 
value recovery of the fire killed timber 
before it’s value deteriorates; 

(2) Accomplish the ^eatest atoount ol 


winter Ic^ng season: and 
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(3) Implement reforestation of conifer 
and forage species as quickly as 

^°The action alternatives for the timber 
salvage will be considering the salvage 
of an estimated 90 million board feet of 
timber covering approximately 18,000 
acres. Ponderosa pine is the 
predominant (90%) fire killed timber 
species, and is subject to a high loss of 
aconomic and resource value (30 to 50% 
by mid summer 1993), due to blue stain 
fungus. Expediting economic and 
resource value recovery of the 
ponderosa pine is critical to maximize: 

1. Utilization of the raw material 
before it deteriorates. 

2. Economic value to support local 
and regional economies. 

3. Timber sale receipts for the greatest 
return to the Federal and County 
Governments, and sufficient funds 
derived from the timber sale receipts to 
pay for area recovery projects in 
addition to reforestation. 

The environmental analysis also 
supports the need to complete the 
greatest amount of harvest possible 
during the 1993 winter logging season. 
Logging over sufficiently frozen, snow 
covered soils has proven to be an 
effective means of diminishing impacts 
on soil and other resources, resulting in 
greater protection of those resources. 
Normally timber sales have two or more 
winter logging seasons. In the case of 
Lone Pine fire salvage, the second 
winter logging season would see a large 
loss of economic and timber resource 
value (50% or more). A delay beyond 
the 1993 winter logging season will 
compress logging activities into the less 
desirable spring and summer months. 

Reforestation of the fire area is crucial 
to it's recovery. Conifers and forage 
need to be re-established early on to 
begin the process of returning the area 
to the desired future condition, and to 
provide critical hidihg/thermal cover 
and forage for mule deer and other 
wildlife. The fire severely damaged 
important winter range and fawning 
habitat. This important habitat needs to 
be rehabilitated as soon as possible. The 
ground is presently in a prime condition 
tor reforestation. Conifer and forage 
species have their best chance for 
survival before the inevitable competing 
vegetation becomes established. 

Surplus conifer and forage seedlings 
nave been located, and are available for 
planting in the spring of 1993. In order 
to utilize the available seedlings, 

P anting areas must be logged prior to 
the spring planting season. The 

sll^fltion for reforestation in 

e Lone Pine Fire Area, is completion 
arvest over a sufficient number of 

cres, to utilize as much of the available 


seedlings as possible in the 1993 spring 
planting season. 

Other projects planned for the burned 
area include: 

—Soil and water protection and 
improvement (grass seedings. straw 
check dams, road drain dip 
construction). 

—Interpretation and education 
opportunities for the public of fire 
related management activities 
(interpretation signs and turnout 
areas) 

—Wildlife habitat improvement projects 
(regeneration of Klamath Plum, 
Mountain Mahogany planting, aspen 
stand protection, water guzzlers, 
regeneration of woody shrug species, 
and removal of burned fencing). 

—Sensitive plant enhancement (22 
acres). 

In summary, the reasons for 
exempting the Lone Pine Recovery 
Projects from administrative appeal are: 

1. To expedite economic and resource 
value recovery of the fire killed 
ponderosa pine, to avoid deterioration 
of it*s resource and economic value as 

a result of blue stain fungus. 

2. To complete the greatest amount of 
harvest possible during the 1993 winter 
logging season to diminish impacts on 
soil and other resource values. 

3. To implement reforestation of 
conifer and forage seedlings in the 1993 
spring planting season, to utilize 
available surplus seedlings, begin 
recovery of the fire area toward the 
desired future condition, and re¬ 
establish critical cover and forage 
vegetation for mule deer and other 
wildlife species. 

The environmental analysis of the 
Lone Pine Recovery Project is nearly 
completed. The project and 
accompanying work in designed to 
accomplish the objective as quickly as 
possible and minimize the amount of 
economic and resource value lost. To 
expedite these recovery projects, they 
are exempted from appeal (36 CFR part 
217), Under this Regulation the 
following is exempt from appeal: 

Decisions related to rehabilitation of 
National Forest System lands and recovery of 
forest resources resulting from natural 
disasters or other natural phenomena, such 
as* wildfires • * * when the Regional Forester 
• • * determines and gives notice in the 
Federal Register that good cause exists to 
exempt such decisions from review under 
this part. 

After publication of this notice in the 
Federal Register, the Decision Notice 
for the Lone Pine Recovery Project 
Timber Salvage and Connected 
Activities and Decision Memos for Soil 
and Water Protection and Improvement. 


Fire Interpretation, Wildlife Habitat 
Improvement, and Sensitive Plant 
Enhancement may be signed by the 
Winema Forest Supervisor. Therefore, 
these projects will not be subject to 
review under 36 CFR part 217. 

Dated: December 7,1992. 

Richard A. Ferraro, 

Deputy Regional Forester. 

(FR Doc. 92-30224 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 ami 
BILUNQ CX>OE 3410-11-M 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

Agency Form Under Review by the 
Office of Management and Budget 

DOC has submitted to the Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) for 
clearance the following proposal for 
collection of information under the 
provisions of the Paperwork Reduction 
Act (44 U.S.C. chapter 35). 

Agency: Bureau of the Census. 

Title: Survey of Technology: 
Prevalence and Plans for Use. 

Form Numbeiis): SMT-1. 

Agency Approval Number: None. 

Type of Request: New collection. 

Burden: 2,500 hours. 

Number of Respondents: 10,000. 

Avg Hours Per Response: 15 minutes. 

Needs and Uses: The Bureau of the 
Census will conduct the Survey of 
Technology: Prevalence and Plans for 
Use to measure patterns of use and 
diffusion of advanced manufacturing 
technologies. The Survey of 
Manufacturing Technology, conducted 
in 1988, provided valuable data on the 
diffusion of advanced technology as 
well as the characteristics of the 
establishments that incorporate 
technologically advanced equipment in 
their operations. Using data gathered in 
this survey. Census will evaluate the 
extent to which the rate of technology 
usage has changed over time and will 
determine the factors that influence 
decisions to acquire advanced 
technology. The International Trade 
Administration will use the data in 
comparing domestic manufacturers’ 
level of technology to that of other 
countries as well as in appraising 
charges of unfair trade practices. The 
Department of Defense (EXDD) will use 
the information to measure the 
mobilization capabilities and flexibility 
of our manufacturing industries. In 
addition, the DOD and the National 
Institute of Standards and Technology 
will use the data to more efficiently 
allocate resources from their technology 
demonstration and transfer programs. 

Affected Public: Business or other for 
profit organizations. 
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Frequency: Trienniaily. 

Respondent's Obligation: Mandatory. 

OMB Desk Officer: Maria Gonzalez, 
(202) 395-7313. 

Copies of the above information 
collection proposal can be obtained by 
calling or writing Edward Michals, DOC 
Forms Clearance Officer. (202) 482- 
3271, Department of Commerce, room 
5312,14th and Constitution Avenue, 
NW, Washington, DC 20230. 

Written comments and 
recommendations for the proposed 
information collection should be sent to 
Maria Gonzalez, OMB Desk Officer, 
room 3208, New Executive Office 
Building, Washington, DC 20503. 

Dated: December 8,1992. 

Edward Michals, 

Departmental Forms Clearance Officer, Office 
of Management and Organization. 

(FR Doc. 92-30305 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 amj 
BILLING CODE 3610-07-F 


International Trade Administration 

(A-427-601, A-428-^1, A-47S-S01, A-SSS- 
804, A-401-801, A-412-^1] 

Antifriction Bearings (Other Than 
Tapered Roller Bearings) and Parts 
Thereof From France^ Germany, Italy, 
Japan, Sweden, and the United 
Kingdom; Amendment to Rnal Results 
of Antidumping Duty Administrative 
Reviews 

AGENCY: International Trade 
Administration/Import Administration. 
Department of Commerce. 

ACTION: Notice of Amendment to final 
results of antidumping duty 
administrative reviews. 

SUMMARY: On June 24.1992, the 
Department of Commerce published the 
final results of its 1990-91 
administrative reviews of the 
antidumping duty orders on antifriction 
bearings (other than tapered roller 
bearings) and parts thereof, from France, 
Ciermany, Italy, Japan, Romania, 
Singapore, Sweden, Thailand, and the 
United Kingdom. The classes or kinds of 
merchandise covered by these reviews 
were ball bearings and parts thereof, 
cylindrical roller bearings and parts 
thereof, and spherical plain bearings 
and parts thereof. The reviews covered 
63 maniifacturers/exporters and the 
period May 1,1990 through April 30, 
1991. Based on the correction of clerical 
errors, we have changed the margins for 
ball bearings for 17 companies, and for 
cylindrical roller bearings for one 
company 

EFFECTIVE DATE: December 11,1992 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Richard Rimlinger or Bernard Canreau, 


Office of Antidumping Compliance, 
International Trade Administration, 

U.S. Department of Commerce, 
Washington, DC 20230; telephone: (202) 
377-4733. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Background 

On June 24,1992, the Department of 
Commerce (the Department) published 
in the Federal Register (57 FR 28360) 
the final results of its administrative 
reviews of the antidumping duty orders 
on antifriction bearings (other than 
tapered rolled bearings) and parts 
thereof, from France, Germany, Italy, 
Japan, Romania, Singapore, Sweden, 
Thailand, and the United Kingdom. The 
classes or kinds of merchandise covered 
by these reviews were ball bearings and 
parts thereof (BBs), cylindrical roller 
bearings and parts thereof (CRBs), and 
spherical plain bearings and parts 
thereof (SPBs). The reviews covered 63 
manufacturers/exporters and the period 
May 1.1990 through April 30,1991. 

After publication of our final results, 
we received in a timely fashion 
allegations of clerical errors from the 
petitioner, the Torrington Company, and 
from several respondents: Barden, FAG, 
FiatAvio, IJK, ENA, Koyo, MBB, NSK, 
Pratt & Whitney, SKF, and SNR. In most 
instances, we agree with the allegations 
and have made corrections where 
ropriate. 

n July 24,1992, the Department 
published in the Federal Register (57 
FR 32969) an amendment to the final 
results of these administrative reviews. 
However, because Federal-Mogul 
Corporation, a domestic interested 
party, and NTN Corporation, a Japanese 
exporter, had each filed a summons at 
the Court of International Trade (CTT), 
we did not issue clerical error 
corrections with respect to BBs fiom 
France, Germany, Italy, Japan, Sweden 
and the United Kingdom, as well as 
CRBs from Japan at that time. In 
accordance with Zenith Elec. Corp. v. 
United States, 699 F.Supp 296 (CIT 

1988) , Affd, 884 F.2d 556 (Fed. Cir. 

1989) , the Department could not 
automatically correct ministerial errors 
made in an administrative review once 
the court’s exclusive jurisdiction had 
been invoked. 

On November 23,1992, the CTT 
granted the Department leave to correct 
the clerical errors for those countries 
and classes or kinds of merchandise 
under the court’s jurisdiction. 

Amended Final Results of Review 
¥ 

The Department inadvertantly 
excluded the word “not” from the 
response to Comment 20 found at the 
top of the first column on 57 FR 28418. 



The second sentence in the 
Department’s response should read, 
“However, we agree with Torrington 
that NSK's early payment discounts or 
distributor incentives are not included 
as expenses in its COP data.” 

In its calculations of dumping 
margins, the Department corrected 
ministerial errors concerning the 
following: 

France 

For Pratt & Whitney, we corrected the 
application of a level of trade 
adjustment to home market unit prices 
that were adjusted for discounts and 
rebates rather than to Pratt & Whitney’s 
gross unit price. 

For SKF, we corrected home market 
commissions that were set to zero and 
treated warranty and technical service 
expenses as direct expenses. 

For SNR, we eliminated the double¬ 
counting of commissions and U.S. 
inland freight expenses, corrected a 
typographical error in connection with 
domestic inland insurance and 
implemented a variable for physical 
differences in merchandise. 

Germany 

For FAG, we eliminated home market 
family matches where all sales were 
below cost, corrected the setting of some 
indirect selling expenses to zero and 
eliminated the addition of imputed 
credit costs and inventory carrying costs 
to cost of production for the home 
market cost test. We also eliminated 
adjustments for differences in 
merchandise and corrected the failure to 
include home market inventory carrying 
costs for some constructed value 
comparisons. 

For Pratt & Whitney, we corrected the 
application of a level of trade 
adjustment to home market unit prices 
that were adjusted for discounts and 
rebates rather than to Pratt & Whitney’s 
gross unit price. 

For SKF, we subtracted (rather than 
added) a billing adjustment from 
indirect selling expenses and deleted 
the billing adjustment from adjusted 
home market price when applying the 
sales below cost test. We also corrected 
the treatment of warranty and technical 
service expenses as both direct and 
indirect expenses by treating them as 
direct expenses. 

holy 

For FAG, we corrected the inclusion 
of inventory carrying costs and credit 
expenses in cost of production, the 
application of an adjustment for 
differences in merchandise to 
constructed value comparisons, the 
exclusion of home market indirect 
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selling expenses from constructed value 
margin calculations and the double¬ 
counting of inventory write-offs in 
calculating cost of production. 

For SKi\ we subtracted (rather than 
added) a billing adjustment from 
indirect selling expenses and deleted 
the billing adjustment from adjusted 
home market price when applying the 
sales below cost test. We also corrected 
the treatment of warranty and technical 
service expenses as both direct and 
indirect expenses by treating them as 
direct expenses. 

Japan 

For IJK, we corrected the calculation 
of constructed values that used 
purchase prices that were incorrect by a 
factor of 100 due to a computer tape 
formatting error. We also corrected the 
failure to apply the 20 percent 
difference in merchandise “cap” to IJK's 
transactions. 

For Koyo, we corrected the failure to 
apply the intended best information 
available for U.S. sales for which Koyo 
failed to provide cost of production data 
for matching home market sales. 

For Nachi, we corrected the failure to 
apply the ten percent minimum for 
general expenses and eight percent 
minimum for profit when calculating 
constructed value. 

For NSK (ball bearings), we corrected 
the basing of presale U.S. inland freight 
expenses on an incorrect price, the 
exclusion of home market indirect 
selling expenses from the appropriate 
variable, the placement of consecutive 
plus signs in the string of variables used 
to determine United States direct selling 
expenses, the treatment of NSK*s 
inventory carrying costs and technical 
service expenses as direct selling 
expenses rather than indirect selling 
expenses, the failure to convert presale 
inland freight expenses for purchase 
price sales from yen to dollars and the 
fmlure to apply the 20 percent 
difference in merchandise **cap” to 
NSK‘s transactions. 

For NSK (cylindrical roller bearings), 
'^e corrected the exclusion of home 
roarket indirect selling expenses from 
die appropriate variable, the placement 
of consecutive plus signs in the string of 
variables used to determine United 
States direct selling expenses, the 
treatment of NSK’s inventory carrying 
costs and technical service expenses as 
011 ^ selling expenses rather than 
jodirea selling expenses, and the failure 
0 apply the 20 percent diff^ence in 
merchandise “cap” to NSK*8 
transactions. 

For NTO, we corrected the failure to 
the price used to calculate the 
ot trade adjustment from yen to 


dollars and the failure to apply the ten 
percent minimum general expenses in 
calculating constructed value. 

Sweden 

For SKF, we corrected the treatment 
of some selling expenses as if reported 
in Swedish kronor rather than the 
correct currency of Deutsche marks and 
the treatment of warranty and technical 
service expenses as both direct and 
indirect expenses. 

United Kingdom 

For Barden, we corrected the addition 
of the value-added tax percentage to 
U.S. and home market prices rather than 
the addition of the result of multiplying 
the tax percentage by the U.S. price. 

For FAG, we corrected the addition of 
the value-added tax percentage to U.S. 
and home market prices rather than the 
addition of the result of multiplying the 
tax percentage by the U.S. price. We 
also corrected the failure to apply the 20 
percent difference in merchandise 
“cap” and the failure to deduct 
commissions from U.S. price. 

For SKF, we corrected the double¬ 
counting of movement expenses, the 
treatment of warranty and technical 
service expenses as both direct and 
indirect expenses, the subtraction of 
”other discoimts” twice from U.S. price 
and the addition of the value-added tax 
percentage to U.S. and home market 
prices rather than the addition of the 
result of multiplying the tax percentage 
by the U.S. price. 

The Department also determined that 
there was no clerical error made with 
respect to FAG Cuscinetti’s home 
market inventory carrying costs. 
Therefore, no correction was made. 

As a result of our corrections of 
clerical errors, we have determined the 
following weighted-average margins to 
exist for the period May 1,1990 through 
April 30,1991: 


Country 

Company 

Class 
or kind 

Rate 

France. 

Pratt A WMr 
noy. 

BBS 

9.37 


SKF.. 

BBS 

8.37 


SNR ... 

BBS 

15.96 


Aa others_ 

BBS 

15.96 

Germany . 

FAQ . 

BBS 

17.24 


Pratt A wm- 
ney. 

BBS 

11.10 


SKF . 

BBS 

11.44 


AH others. 

CRBs 

23.52 

ttafy. 

FAQ ... 

BBS 

4.94 


SKF_ 

BBS 

9.31 

Japan .. 

DK ___ 

BBS 

1.43 


Koyo . 

BBS 

6.85 


Nachi. 

BBS 

7.86 


NSK _ 

BBS 

4.62 


... . 

CRBs 

12.69 


Country 

Comparry 

Class 

Of kifxt 

Rate 


NTN . 

BBS 

2.26 

Sweden .. 

SKF. 

BBS 

7.81 


All Others. 

BBS 

7.81 

United King¬ 

Barden. 

BBS 

0.74 

dom. 

FAG . 

BBS 

41.99 


SKF. 

BBS 

8.41 


AM others. 

BBS 

41.99 


Based upon these rates, the 
Department will instruct the Customs 
Service to collect cash deposits of 
estimated antidumping duties and to 
assess antidumping duties on all 
appropriate entries in accordance with 
the procedures discussed in the final 
results of these reviews (57 FR 28361). 

These deposit requirements are 
effective for all shipments of the subject 
merchandise entered, or withdrawn 
from warehouse, for consumption on or 
after the date of publication of this 
notice and shall remain in effect until 
publication of the final results of the 
next administrative review. 

This notice also serves as a reminder 
to importers of their responsibility 
under 19 CFR 353.26 to file a certificate 
regarding the reimbursement of 
antidumping duties prior to liquidation 
of the relevant entries during this 
review period. Failure to comply with 
this requirement could result in the 
Secretary’s presumption that 
reimbursement of antidumping duties 
occurred and the subsequent assessment 
of double antidumping duties. 

This notice is punii^ed in 
accordance with section 751(f) of the 
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (19 j 
U.S.C. 1675(f)) and 19 CFR 353.28(c). j 

Dated: DeceraberS, 1992. \ 

Rolf Th. Lundberg, )r.. 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import 
Administration. 

[FR Doc. 92-30306 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am) 
BtLUNG CODE 3C1(^-OS-4i 


National Institute of Standards and 
Technology 

[Docket No. 921074-2274] 

RtN 0693-AB11 

Two Proposed Federal Information 
Processing Standards; Integration 
Definition for Function Modeling; 
Integration Definition information 
Modeling 

AGENCY: National Institute of Standards 
and Technology (NIST), Commerce. 
ACTION: Notice; Request for comments. 

SUMMARY: The purpose of this notice is 
to announce two proposed Federal 
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Information Processing Standards (FIPS) 
for software modeling techniques. These 
proposed standards will enable Federal 
agencies to improve information 
resources management through the 
development and acquisition of vendor- 
independent and application- 
independent systems for modeling 
information system functions and for 
analyzing data resources. 

The proposed FIPS for Integration 
Definition for Function Modeling 
(IDEFO) is based on the Air Force Wright 
Aeronautical Laboratories Integrated 
Computer Aided Manufacturing (ICAM) 
Architecture, Part H, Volume IV— 
Function Modeling Manual. This 
standard describes the IDEFO modeling 
language (semantics and syntax) and 
associated rules and techniques for 
developing structured graphical 
representations of a system or 
enterprise. 

The proposed FIPS for Integration 
Definition Modeling (IDEFlX) is based 
on the Integration Information Support 
System (IISS), Volume V—Common 
Data Model Subsystem, Part 4— 
Information Modeling Manual—^IDEFl 
Extended. 1. This standard describes the 
IDEFlX modeling language (semantic 
and syntax) and associated rules and 
techniques, for developing a logical 
model of data. 

Prior to the submission of these 
proposed FIPS to the Secretary of 
Commerce for review and approval, it is 
essential to assure that consideration is 
given to the needs and views of 
manufacturers, the public, and state €ind 
local governments. The purpose of this 
notice is to solicit such views. 

The proposed standards contain two 
sections: (1) An announcement section, 
which provides information concerning 
the applicability, implementation, and 
maintenance of the standards; and (2) a 
specifications section which deals with 
the technical requirements of the 
standards. Only the annoimcement 
sections of the standard are provided in 
this notice. Interested parties may 
obtain copies of the technical 
specifications from the Standards 
Processing Coordinator (ADP), National 
Institute of Standards Processing 
coordinator (ADP), National Institute of 
Standards and Technology, Technology 
Building, room B-64, Gaithersburg, Ktt) 
20899, telephone (301) 975-2816. 

DATES: Comments on these proposed 
FIPS must be received on or before 
March 15,1992. 

ADDRESSES: Written comments 
concerning these proposed FIPS should 
be sent to: Director, Computer Systems 
Laboratory, ATTN: Proposed FIPS for 
IDEFO and IDEFlX, Technology 


Building, room B-154, National 
Institute of Standards and Technology, 
Gaithersburg, MD 20899. 

Written comments concerning these 
proposed FIPS will be made part of the 
public record and will be made 
available for inspection and copying in 
the Central Reference and Records 
Inspection Facility, room 6020, Herbert 
C, Hoover Building, 14th Street between 
Pennsylvania and Constitution 
Avenues. NW,. Washington, DC 20230. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Ms. Mary Gunn. National Institute of 
Standards and Technology, 
Gaithersburg. MD 20899, (301) 975- 
3260. 

)ohn W. Lyons, 

Director. 

Dated: December 8,1992. 

Draft Federal Information Processing 
Standards Publication_ . 

(Date) 

Announcing the Standard for 
Integration Definition for Function 
Modeling Manual (IDEFO) 

Federal Information Processing 
Standards Publications (FBPS PUBS) are 
issued by the National Institute of 
Standards and Technology after 
approval by the Secretary of Commerce 
pursuant to Section 111(d) of the 
Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949 as amended by the 
Computer Security Act of 1987, Public 
Uw 100-235. 

1. Name of Standard. Integration 
Definition for Fimction Modeling 
(IDEFO). 

2. Category of Standard. Software 
Standard, ModehM Techniques. 

3. Explanation. Tnis publication 
announces the adoption of the 
Integration Definition Function 
Modeling (IDEFO) as a Federal 
Information Processing Standard (FIPS). 
This standard is based on the Air Force 
Wright Aeronautical Laboratories 
Integrated Computer-Aided 
Manufacturing (ICAM) Architecture, 
Part n. Volume IV-Function Modeling 
Manual (IDEFO), June 1981. 

This standard describes the IDEFO 
modeling language (semantics and 
syntax), and associated rules and 
techniques, for developing structured 
graphical representations of a system or 
enterprise. Use of this standard permits 
the construction of models comprising 
system functions (activities, actions, 
processes, operations), functional 
relationships, and data (information or 
objects) that support systems 
integration. 

Tnis standard is the reference 
authority for use by system or enterprise 


modelers required to utilize the IDEFO 
modeling technique, by implementors 
in developing tools for implementing 
this technique, and by other computer 
professionals in understanding the 
precise syntactic and semantic rules of 
the standard. 

4. Approving Authority. Secretary of 
Commerce. 

5. Maintenance Agency. Department 
of Commerce, National Institute of 
Standards and Technology, Computer 
Systems Laboratory. 

6. Cross Index. 

a. ICAM Architecture Part Il-Volume 
rV-Function Modeling Manual (IDEFO), 
APWAL—TR—81—4023, Materials 
Laboratory, Air Force Wright 
Aeronautical Laboratories, Air Force 
Systems Command, Wright-Patterson 
Air Force Base. Ohio 45433, June 1981. 

7. Related Documents 

a. Federal Information Resources 
Management Regulations Subpart 
201.20.303, Standards, and Subpart 
201.39.1002, Federal Standards. 

b. Integrated Information Support 
System (IISS), Volume V—Common 
Data Model Subsystem, Part 4— 
Information Modeling Manual—IDEFl 
Extended, December 1985. 

c. ICAM Architecture Part H, Volume 
V—Information Modeling Manual 
(IDEFl). AFWAL-TR-81-4023, 
Materials Laboratory. Air Force Wright 
Aeronautical Laboratories, Air Force 
Systems Command. Wright-Patterson 
Air Force Base. Ohio 45433, June 1981. 

d. ICAM Configuration Management, 
Volume II—ICAM Documentation 
Standards for Systems Development 
Methodology (SDM), AFWAL-TR-82- 
4157, Air Force Systems Command, 
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio 
45433, October 1983. 

8. Objectives. The primary objectives 
of this standard are: 

a. To provide a means for completely 
emd consistently modeling the functions 
(activities, actions, processes, 
operations) required by a system or 
enterprise, and the functional 
relationships and data (information or 
objects) that support the integration of 
those functions; 

b. To provide a modeling technique 

which is independent of Computer- 
Aided Software Engineering (CASE) 
methods or tools, but which can be used 
in conjunction with those methods or 
tools; . 

c. To provide a modeling technique 
that has the following characteristics: 

(1) Generic (for anmysis of systems or 
varying purpose, scope and complexityji 

(2) Fagorous and precise (for 
production of correct, usable models); 

(3) Concise (to facilitate 
understanding, communication, 
consensus and validation); 
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(4) Conceptual (for representation of 
functional requirements rather than 
physical or organizational 
implementations); 

(5) Flexible (to support the full life 
qrcle of a project). 

9. Applicability. 

Implementations of this standard are 
required in information resource 
management applications that are either 
developed or acquired for Federal 
Government use. Such applications 
include: 

a. Using a modeling technique for the 
analysis, development, re-engineering, 
or integration of information systems; 

b. Incorporating a system or enterprise 
modeling technique into a systems 
analysis or software engineering 


methodology. 

The use of this standard is strongly 
recommended for all projects requiring 
a standard means of defining and 
analyzing the functions and associated 
data within an organization. 

The specifications of this standard are 
applicable when system or enterprise 
meeting techniques are applied to the 
following; 

a. Projects requiring IDEFO as the 
modeling technique; 

b. Development of automated software 
tools implementing the IDEFO modeling 
technique. 

The specihcations of this standard are 
not applicable to those projects 
requiring a function modeling technique 
other than IDEFO. 

Nonstandard features of the IDEFO 
technique should be used only when the 
needed operation or^function cannot 
reasonably be implemented with the 
standard features alone. Although 
nonstandard features can be very useful, 
it should be recognized that the use of 
these or any other nonstandard elements 
may make the integration of models 
more difficult and costly. 

10. Specifications. This standard 
adopts the Integration Definition for 
Function Modeling (IDEFO) as a Federal 
Information Processing Standard (FIPS). 

11. Implementation. The 
implementation of this standard 
involves two areas of consideration: 
acquisition of implementations and 
interpretation of the standard. 

11.1 Acquisition of IDEFO 

This publication 

FIPS XXX) is effective XXXX XX, 199X 
SIX months after dale of publication of 
me tinal document in the Federal 
agister). For Federal acquisitions after 
date, projects utilizing the IDEFO 
unction modeling technique, or 
*"^pJementing the IDEFO 

should conform to 
^^^;^®*^^orniance to this 
ndard should be considered whether 


the project or software utilizing the 
IDEFO modeling technique is acquired 
as part of an ADP system procurement, 
acquired by separate procurement, used 
under an ADP leasing arrangement, or 
specifted for use in contracts for 
programming services. 

A transition period provides time for 
industry to develop products 
conforming to this standard. The 
transition period begins on the effective 
date and continues for one (1) year 
thereafter. The provisions of this 
publication apply to orders placed after 
the date of this publication; however, 
utilizing a function modeling technique 
that does not conform to this standard 
may be permitted during the transition 
period. 

11.2 Interpretation of this FIPS. 

NIST provides for the resolution of 
questions regarding the implementation 
and applicability of this FIPS. All 
questions concerning the interpretation 
of this standard should be addressed to: 
Director, Computer Systems Laboratory, 
Attn: FIPS IDEFO Interpretation, 

National Institute of Standards and 
Technology, Gaithersburg. MD 20899. 

12. Waivers. Under certain 
exceptional circumstances, the heads of 
Federal departments and agencies may 
approve waivers to Federal Information 
Processing Standards (FIPS). The head 
of such agencies may redelegate such 
authority only to a senior offtcial 
designated pursuant to section 3506(b) 
of Title 44, United States Code. Requests 
for waivers shall be granted only when: 

a. Compliance with a standard would 
adversely affect the accomplishment of 
the mission of an operator of a Federal 
computer system, or 

b. Compliance with a standard would 
cause a major adverse ftnancial impact 
on the operator which is not offset by 
government-wide savings. 

Agency heads may approve requests 
for waivers only by a written decision 
which explains the basis upon which 
the agency head made the required 
findings(s). A copy of each such 
decision, with procurement sensitive or 
classified portions clearly identified, 
shall be sent to: Director, Computer 
Systems Laboratory, Attn: FIPS Waiver 
Decisions, National Institute of 
Standards and Technology, 

Gaithersburg, MD 20899. 

In addition, notice of each waiver 
granted and each delegation of authority 
to approve waivers shall be sent 
promptly to the Committee on 
Government Operations of the House of 
Representatives and tlie Committee of 
Government Affairs of the Senate and 
shall be published promptly in the 
Federal Register. 


When the determination on a waiver 
request applies to the procurement of 
equipment and/or services, a notice of 
the waiver determination must be 
published in the Commerce Business 
Doily as a part of the notice solicitation 
for offers of an acquisition or, if the 
wraiver determination is made after that 
notice is published, by amendment of 
such notice. 

A copy of the waiver request, any 
supporting documents, the document 
approving the waiver request and any 
supporting and accompanying 
documents, with such deletions as the 
agency is authorized and decides to 
make under 5 U.S.C. Sec. 552(b), shall 
be part of the procurement 
documentation and retained by the 
agency. 

Draft Federal Information Processing 
Standards Publication_ 

(Date) 

Announcing the Standard for 
Integration Definition for Function 
Modeling (IDEFlX) 

Federal Information Processing 
Standards Publications (FIPS PUBS) are 
issued by the National Institute of 
Standards and Technology after 
approval by the Secretary of Commerce 
pursuant to Section 111(d) of the 
Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949 as amended by the 
Computer Security Act of 1987, Public 
Law 100-235. 

1. Name of Standard. Integration 
Definition for Information Modeling 
(IDEFlX), 

2. Category of Standard. Software 
Standard, Modelii^ Techniques. 

3. Explanation. Tnis publication 
announces the adoption of the 
Integration Definition for Information 
Modeling (IDEFlX) as a Federal 
Information Processing Standard (FIPS). 
This standard is based on the 
Integration Information Support System 
(IISS), Volume V—Common Data Model 
Subsystem, Part 4—Information 
Modeling Manual—EDEFl Extended, 1 
(IDEFlX) November 1985. 

This standard describes the IDEFlX 
modeling language (semantics and 
syntax) and associated rules and 
techniques, for developing a logical 
model of data. IDEFlX is used to 
produce a graphical information model 
which represents the structure and 
semantics of information within an 
environment or system. Use of this 
standard permits the construction of 
semantic data models which may serve 
to support the management of data as a 
resource, the integration of information 
systems, and the building of computer 
databases. 
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This standard is the reference 
authority for use by information 
modelers required to utilize the IDEFlX 
modeling technique, implementors in 
developing tools for implementing this 
technique, and other computer 
professionals in understanding the 
precise syntactic and semantic rules of 
the standard. 

4. Approving Authority. Secretary of 
Commerce. 

5. Maintenance Agency. Department 
of Commerce. National Institute of 
Standards and Technology, Computer 
Systems Laboratory. 

6. Cross Index. 

a. Integration Information Support 
System (IISS), Volume V—Common 
Data Model Subsystem, Part 4— 
Information Modeling Manual—IDEFl 
Extended. 

7. Related Documents. 

a. Federal Information Resources 
Management Regulations Subpart 
201.20.303, Standards, and Subpart 
201.39.1002, Federal Standards. 

b. ICAM Architecture Part Il-Volume 
V—Information Modeling Manual 
(IDEFl). AFWAL-TR-81-4023. 
Materials Laboratory, Air Force Wright 
Aeronautical Laboratories. Air Force 
Systems Command, Wright-Patterson 
Air Force Base, Ohio 45433, June 1981. 

c. ICAM Architecture Part Il-Volume 
IV—Function Modeling Manual 
(IDEFO), AFWAL-TR-81-4023. 
Materials Laboratory, Air Force Wright 
Aeronautical Laboratories. Air Force 
Systems Command, Wright-Patterson 
Air Force Base, Ohio 45433. June 1981. 

d. ICAM Configuration Management, 
Volume II—ICAM Documentation 
Standards for Systems Development 
Methodology (SDM), AFWAL-TR-82- 
4157, Air Force Systems Command, 
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio 
45433, Ohio 1983. 

8. Objectives. The primary objectives 
of this standard are: 

a. To provide a means for completely 
understanding and analyzing an 
organization’s data resources; 

b. To provide a common means of 
representing and communicating the 
complexity of data; 

c. To provide a technique for 
presenting an overall view of the data 
reouired to run an enterprise; 

d. To provide a means for defining an 
application-independent view of data 
which can be validated by users and 
transformed into a physical database 
design; 

e. To provide a technique for deriving 
an integrated data definition from 
existing data resources. 

9. Applicability. An information 
modeling technique is used to model 
data in a standard, consistent. 


predictable manner in order to manage 
it as a resource. 

Implementations of this standard are 
required in information resource 
management applications that are either 
developed or acquired for Federal 
Government use. Such applications 
include: 

a. Incorporating a data modeling 
technique into a methodology; 

b. Using a data modeling technique to 
manage data as a resource; 

c. Using a data modeling technique 
for the integration of information 
systems; 

d. Using a data modeling technique 
for designing computer databases. 

The use of this standard is strongly 
recommended for all projects requiring 
a standard means of defining and 
analyzing the data resources within an 
organization. 

The specifications of this standard are 
applicable when a data modeling 
technique is applied to the following: 

a. Projects requiring IDEFlX as the 
modeling technique; 

b. Development of automated software 
tools implementing the IDEFlX 
modeling technique. 

The specification of this standard are 
not applicable to those projects 
requiring data modeling technique other 
than IDEFlX. 

Nonstandard features of the IDEFlX 
technique should be used only when the 
needed operation or function cannot 
reasonably be implemented with the 
standard features alone. Although 
nonstandard features can be very useful, 
it should be recognized that the use of 
these or any other nonstandard elements 
may make the integration of data models 
more difficult and costly. 

10. Specifications. This standard 
adopts the Integration Definition 
Method for Information Modeling 
(IDEFlX) as a Federal Information 
Processinc Standard (FIPS). 

11. Implementation. The 
implementation of this standard 
involves two areas of consideration: 
acquisition of implementations and 
interpretation of the standard. 

11.1 Acquisitions of IDEFlX 
Implementations. This publication 
(FIPS XXX) is effective XXXX XX. 199X 
(six months after date of publication of 
the final document in the Federal 
Register). Projects utilizing the IDEFlX 
data modeling technique, or software 
implementing the IDEFlX data 
modeling technique, acquired for 
Federal use after this date should 
conform to FIPS XXX. Conformance to 
this standard should be considered 
whether the project utilizing the IDEFlX 
data modeling technique is acquired as 
part of an ADP system procurement, 


acquired by separate procurement, used 
under an ADP leasing arrangement, or 
specified for use in contracts of 
programming services. 

A transition period provides time for 
industry to develop products 
conforming to this standard. The 
transition period begins on the effective 
date and continues for one (1) year 
thereafter. The provisions of this 
publication apply to orders placed after 
the date of this publication; however, 
utilizing an IDEFlX information 
modeling technique that does not 
conform to this standard may be 
permitted during the transition period. 

11.2 Interpretation of this FIPS. 
NIST provides for the resolution of 
questions regarding the implementation 
and applicability of this FIPS. All 
questions concerning the interpretation 
of IDEFlX should be addressed to: 
Director. Computer Systems Laboratory, 
Attn: FIPS IDEFlX Interpretation, 
National Institute of Standards and 
Technology. Gaithersburg, MD 20899. 

12. Waivers. Under certain 
exceptional circumstances, the heads of 
Federal departments and agencies may 
approve waivers to Federal Information 
Processing Standards (FIPS). The head 
of such agencies may redelegate such 
authority only to a senior official 
designated pursuant to section 3506(b) 
of Title 44, United States Code. Requests 
for waivers shall be granted only when: 

a. Compliance with a standard would 
adversely affect the accomplishment of 
the mission of an operator of a Federal 
computer system, or 

b. Compliance with a standard would 
cause a major adverse financial impact 
on the operator which is not offset by 
governmentwide savings. 

Agency heads may approve requests 
for waivers only by a written decision 
which explains the basis upon which 
the agency head made the required 
finding(s). A copy of each such 
decision, with procurement sensitive or 
classified portions clearly identified, 
shall be sent to: Director, Computer 
Systems Laboratory, Attn: FIPS Waiver 
Decisions, Technology Building, room 
B-154, National Institute of Standards 
and Technology, Gaithersburg, MD 
20899, 

In addition, notice of each waiver 
granted and each delegation of authority 
to approve waivers shall be sent 
promptly to the Committee on 
Government Operations of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on 
Government Affairs of the Senate and 
shall be published promptly in the 
Federal Register. . 

When the determination on a waiver 
request applies to the procurement of 
equipment and/or services, a notice ot 
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the waiver determination must be 
published in the Commerce Business 
Daily as a part of the notice of 
solicitation for offers of acquisition or, 
if the waiver determination is made 
after that notice is published, by 
amendment of such notice. 

A copy of the waiver request, any 
supporting documents, the document 
approving the waiver request and any 
supporting and accompanying 
documents, with such deletions as the 
agency is authorized and decides to 
make under 5 U.S.C. Sec. 552(b), shall 
be part of the procurement 
documentation and retained by the 
agency. 

|FR Doc. 92-30312 Filed 12-ll-92r 8:45 am) 

BILLING CODE 36tO-CM-li 


National Institute of Standards and 

Technology 

[Docket No. 910527-2215J 
RiN0693-AA85 

Approval of Federal Information 
Processing Standards Publication 179, 
Government Network Management 
Profile (GNMP) 

AGENCY: National institute of Standards 
and Technology, Commerce. 

ACTION: The purpose of this notice is to 
announce that the Secretary of 
Commerce has approved a new 
standard, which will be published as 
FIPS Publication 179. 

SUMMARY: On July 31.1991, (56 FR 
36136) and August 12,1991 (56 FR 
38174) notices were published in the 
Federal Register that a Federal 
Information Processing Standard for 
GNMP was being proposed for Federal 
use. 

The written comments submitted by 
interested parties and other material 
available to the Department relevant to 
this standard were reviewed by NIST. 

On the basis of this review, NIST 
recommended that the Secretary 
approve the standard as Federal 
Information Processing Standard (FIPS), 
wd prepared a detailed justification 
document for the Secretary’s review in 
support of Aat recommendation. 

The detailed justification document 
which was presented to the Secretary, 

. which includes an analysis of the 
jT^tten comments received, is part of 
public record and is available for 
Inspection and copying in the 
partment’s Central Reference and 
words Inspection Facility. Room 6020, 
Herbert C. Hoover Building. 14th Street 
ween Pennsylvania and Constitution 
venues, NW, Washington, DC 20230. 


This FTPS contains two sections: (1) 

An announcement section, which 
provides information concerning the 
applicability, implementation, and 
maintenance of the standard, and (2) a 
specifications section which deals with 
the technical requirements of the 
standard. Only the announcement 
section of the standard is provided in 
this notice. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: This Standard is 
effective June 14,1993. 

ADDRESSES: Interested parties may 
purchase copies of this standard, 
including the technical specifications 
portion, from the National Technical 
Information Service (NTIS). Specific 
ordering information from NTIS for this 
standard is set out in the Where to 
Obtain Copies Section of the 
announcement portion of the standard. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Ms. Fran Nielsen, National Institute of 
Standards and Technology, 
Gaithersburg, MD 20899, telephone 
(301) 975-3669. 

Dated: December 8,1992. 

John W. Lyons, 

Director. 

Federal Information Processing 
Standards Publication 179 

(date) 

Announcing the Standard for 
Government Network Management 
Profile (GNMP) 

Federal Information Processing 
Standards Publications (FTPS PUBS) are 
issued by the National Institute of 
Standards and Technology after 
approval by the Secretary of Commerce 
pursuant to Section 111(d) of the 
Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949 as amended by the 
Computer Security Act of 1987, Public 
Law 100-235. 

1. Name of Standard. Government 
Network Management Profile (GNMP) 
(FIPS PUB 179). 

2. Category of Standard. Hardware 
and Software Standards. Computer 
Network Protocols. 

3. Explanation. This Federal 
Information Processing Standard adopts 
the Version 1.0 GNMP. The Government 
Network Management Profile (GNMP) 
specifies the common management 
information exchange protocol and 
services, specific management functions 
and services, and the syntax and 
semantics of the management 
information required to support 
monitoring and control of the network 
and system components and their 

rAcniiT*r‘OC 

The GNMP builds on FTPS 146-1, 
Government Open Systems 


Interconnection Profile (GOSEP), and 
includes the GOSIP Version 2.0 by 
reference. The GOSIP specifies lower 
layers protocols and three applications 
that support general network 
management operations. Future versions 
of the GNMP will add network 
management functions and services for 
GOSIP-compliant end systems and 
intermediate systems. The GNMP and 
GOSIP are interrelated and will cross- 
reference each other as required. 

The primary source of specifications 
in the Version 1.0 GNMP is part 18 of 
the OIW Stable Implementation 
Agreements. June 1992, developed by 
the Open Systems Environment 
Implementors Workshop sponsored by 
NIST and IEEE Computer Society. This 
source provides implementation 
specifications for network management 
based on the service and protocol 
standards issued by the ISO. 

4. Approving Authority. Secretary of 
Commerce. 

5. Maintenance Agency. U.S. 
Department of Commerce, National 
Institute of Standards and Technology, 
Computer Systems Laboratory. 

6. Cross Index. 

a. NBS Special Publication 500-202, 
Stable Implementation Agreements for 
Open Systems Interconnection 
Protocols, Version 5, Edition 1, NIST 
Workshop for Implementors of Open 
Systems Environment, June 1992, 

b. FIPS PUB 146-1, Government Open 
Systems Interconnection Profile 
(GOSIP), 

7. Related Documents. Related 
documents are listed in the Reference 
Section of the GNMP document. 

8. Objectives. The primary objectives 
of this standard are: 

—to achieve interconnection and 
interoperability of computers and 
systems that are acquired from 
different manufacturers in an open 
systems environment; 

—^to reduce the costs of computer 
network systems by increasing 
alternative sources of supply; 

—to facilitate the use of aclvanced 
technology by the Federal 
Government; 

—to stimulate the development of 
commercial products compatible with 
Open Systems Interconnection (OSI) 
standards. 

9. Specifications. GNMP (affixed). 

10. Applicability. GNMP shall be used 
by Federal Government agencies when 
acquiring network management 
functions and services for computer and 
communications systems and networks. 

11. Implementation. This standard is 
effective June 14.1993. For a period of 
18 months after the effective date, 
agencies are permitted to acquire 
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alternative network management 
functions and services which provide 
equivalent functionality’ to this 
standard. Agencies are encouraged to 
use this standard for solicitations and 
contracts for new networic management 
functions and services to be acquired 
after the effective date. This standard is 
compulsory and binding for use in all 
solicitations and contracts for new 
network management functions and 
services to be acquired 16 montlis after 
the effective date. Additional 
management support functions will be 
added toCNMP as implementation 
specrffcations for these functions are 
developed by the NIST Workshop for 
Implementors of OSI. For a period of 16 
mondis after these new functions are 
included in OsJMP, agencies are 
permitted to acquire ^temative 
functions and services which provide 
equivalent functionality. After the 18- 
month period, the new functions and 
services should be cited in solicitations 
and contracts when systems to be 
acquired provide equivalent 
functionality to the protocols defined in 
the GNMP QDCument 

12. Waivers. Under certain 
exceptional circumstances^ the heads of 
Federal departments and agencies may 
approve waivers to Federal Information 
Processing Standards (FIPS). The head 
of such agency may redeiegate such 
authority only to a senior official 
designated pursuant to section 3506(b) 
of Title 44,U.S. Code. Waivers shall be 
granted only when: 

a. Compliance with a standard would 
adversely affect the accomplishment of 
the mission of an operator of a Federal 
computer system, or 

b. Cause a major adverse financial 
impact on the operator which is not 
offset by Govemraentwide savings. 

Agency heads may act upon a written 
waiver request containing the 
information detailed above. Agency 
heads may also act without a written 
waiver request when they determine 
that conditions for meeting the standard 
cannot be met. Agency heads may 
approve waivers only by a written 
decision which explains the basis on 
which the agency head made the 
required finding(s) . A copy of each such 
decision, with procurement sensitive or 
classified portions clearly identified, 
shall be sent to: Director, National 
Institute of Standards and Technology; 
ATTN: FIPS Waiver Decisions, 
Technology Building, room B-154; 
Gaithersbing, MD 20899. 

in addition, notice of each waiver 
granted and each delegation of authority 
to approve ^^^aivers shall be sent 
promptly to the Committee on 
Government Operations of the House 


Representatives and the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs of the Senate and 
shall be published promptly in the 
Federal Register. 

When the determination on a waiver 
applies to the procurement of 
equipment an^or services, a notice of 
the waiver determination must be 
published in the Commerce Business 
Daily as a part of the notice of 
solicitation for offer of an acquisition or, 
if the waiver determination is made 
after that notice is published, by 
amendment to such notice. 

A copy of the waiver request, any 
supporting document, the docmnent 
approving the waiver and any 
supporting and accompanying 
documents, with such deletions as the 
agency is authorized and decides to 
make under 5 U.SC. Sec. 552(b), shall 
be part of the procurement 
documentation and retained by the 
agency 

13. Special Information. The GNMP is 
being developed in phases. Version 1.0 
GNMP specifies the initial phase of the 
GNMP. Additional management 
capabilities and managed objects will be 
included in subsequent releases of the 
profile. Eventually, as the NM standards 
all reach technical maturity^ the GNMP 
will embrace the full set of management 
functionality. 

14. Where to Obtain Copies. Copies of 
this publication are for sale by the 
National Technical Information Service 
(NTIS), U.S. Department of Commerce, 
Springfield, VA 22161. When ordering, 
refer to Federal Information Processing 
Standards Publication 179 
(FIPSPUB179), and title. Specify 
microfiche if desired. Payment may be 
made by check, money order, or NTIS 
deposit account. 

[FR Doc. 92-30313 Filed 12-11-92; 6:45 am] 
BiLUNQ CODE 361D-OMMI 


National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration 

Monterey Bay National Marine 
Sanctuary: Petition to Suspend, 
Reconsider and Repeal Those Portions 
of the Monterey Bay National Marine 
Sanctuary Regulations Restricting the 
Use of Motorized Personal Water Craft 

AGENCY : Office of Ocean and Coastal 
Resource Management (OCRM), 

National Oceffli Service (NOS), National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA), Commerce. 
ACTION: Notice of receipt of a petition. 

SUMMARY: NOS has received a petition, 
pursuant to section 553(e) of the 
Administrative Procedure Act (5 U.S.C, 


551 ef seq.), from the Personal 
Watercraft Industry Association to 
suspend, reconsider and repeal those 
portions of the Monterey Bay National 
Marine Sanctuary regulations that 
restrict the use of motorized personal 
water craft to four areas within the 
Sanctuary. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Rafael V. Lopez, Pacific Regional 
Manager, Sanctuaries and Reserves 
Division, Office of Ocean and Coastal 
Resource Management, National Ocean 
Service, NOAA, 1825 Connecticut 
Avenue, NW., suite 714, Washington, 
DC 20235, (202/606-4126), 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
September 18,1992, NOAA published 
the final rule the Monterey Bay National 
Marine Sanctuary (57 FR 43310). The 
rule will become effective on January 1, 
1993 (57 FR 55444, November 25,1992). 
On November 17,1992, NOAA received 
a petition from the Personal Watercraft 
Industry Association, whose member 
companies include Arctco, Inc., 
Kawasaki Motors Corp„ U.S.A., Yamaha 
Motor Corp., U.S.A., Weljet 
International Ltd., and Sur^et 
International Ltd., requesting that 
NOAA: “Initiate rulemaking 
proceedings to reconsider and repeal 
those provisions of the recenliy- 
proraulgated rule which restrict only the 
use of personal watercraft within the 
Monterey Sanduary; Expressly 
acknowledge that (1) there is currently 
no basis for distinguishing between 
personal watercraft and other motorized 
vehicles with respect to any potential 
threat posed to Sanctuary resources, and 
(2) there is no basis for concluding that 
personal watercraft pose any actual 
threat to the Sanctuary; and Act 
expeditiously to suspend the 
application of the recently-promulgat^ 
personal watercraft restrictions, pending 
completion of the requested rulemaking 
proceedings.** NOS is reviewing the 
petition and will notify the petitioner of 
its decision to proceed or not to proceed 
with the rulemaking suggested by the 
petition within 120 days of receipt of 
the petition. A notice of NOS's decision 
will also be published in the Federal 
Register. 

If NOS decides not to open 
rulemaking proceedings, NOS will 
provide the petitioner with a brief 
statement of grounds for its decision. If 
NOS decides to open rulemaking 
proceedings, th&n the public will be 
provided with an opportunity to 
comment on the proposed rulemaking 
in accordance wdffi ffie procedures o 
the Administrative Procedure Ac^ 
Public comments are not requested a 
this time. 
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Dated: December 9,1992. 

W. Stanley Wilson, 

Assistant Administrator for Ocean Services 
and Coastal Zone Management. 

[FR Doc. 92-30273 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am] 
bilung code 36ta-06-M 


Marine Mammals; Correction 

agency: National Marine Fisheries 
Service. NOAA. Commerce. 

action: Notice of correction regarding 
application for scientific research 
permit (P523). 

SUMMARY: This notice revises the fifth 
paragraph of a notice previously 
published in the Federal Register on 
November 20.1992 (57 FR 54771) as 
follows: 

On page 54771, column 2, the first 
full sentence is revised to read: 'The 
requested animals may be approached 
and/or presented with sound an average 
of two times each annually, with some 
animals possibly approached or 
presented with sound up to four times 
each annually, in carrying out photo- 
identification and acoustic playback 
studies." 

Dated: December 8. 1992. 

Michael F, Tillman, 

Acting Director, Office of Protected Resources, 
National Marine Fisheries Service. 

IFR Doc. 92-30231 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 ami 
BILUNG CODE 36tO-22-M 


Marine Mammals; Permits; Correction 

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries 
Service, (NMFS), NOAA, Commerce. 

ACTION: Notice of correction; application 
for permit (P278D). 


SUMMARY: This notice revises the fourth 
paragraph, second sentence, of a notice 
previously published in the Federal 
Register November 16, 1992 (57 FR 
54051). The second sentence is revised 
to read: "An unspecified number of the 
isled species, in addition to Steller sea 
lions [Eumetopias jubatus) and 
Guadalupe fur seals [Arctocephalus 
jotvnse/idj’), may be unintentionally 
Harassed during ground and aerial 
surveys." 

bated: December 8,1992. 

^iichael F. Tillman. 

^cfing Director, Office of Protected Resources, 
Marine Fisheries Service. 

IPRDoc. 92-30230 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am) 
^l-UNG CODE 36tO-22~M 


Office of the General Counsel 
[Docket Ho. 920696-2196] 

Commercial Law Development 
Program for Central and Eastern 
Europe ("CLDP") 

AGEKCY: Office of the General Counsel, 
Commerce. 

ACTION: Notice of the availability of 
funds for the CLDP Commercial Law 
Resident Advisor Program in Central 
and Eastern Europe, including the Baltic 
States. 

SUMMARY: The Department of Commerce 
("Department") Office of the General 
Counsel established the Commercial 
Law Development Program for Central 
and Eastern Europe (“CLDP") in January 
1992, as part of the Administration's 
ongoing efforts to assist Central and 
Eastern Europe and the Baltic States in 
the development of a commercial 
infrastructure consistent with free 
market principles. The CLDP provides 
technical legal assistance to the 
governments of the region with respect 
to contract law, commercial codes, 
foreign and domestic investment law, 
commercial dispute resolution, real 
property rights, intellectual property 
rights and public procurement. 

In response to tne region’s 
governments’ numerous requests for 
U.S. on-site technical assistance with 
commercial law issues, CLDP will 
arrange for assignments (not to exceed 
six months) in the region of qualified 
U.S. legal advisors, principally from the 
U.S. Government, with expertise in 
foreign and or domestic investment law, 
contracts, dispute resolution, 
commercial codes, real or intellectual 
property, government procurement, or 
related areas of commercial law. 

The first objective of CLDP’s Resident 
Advisor Program will be the placement 
of resident advisors in its priority 
countries, which currently are Bulgaria, 
Poland, Lithuania, and Albania, to assist 
in the development of government 
procurement procedures, the drafting 
and implementation of commercial laws 
and regulations, and the negotiation and 
implementation of international 
economic agreements. CLDP will 
consider placing resident advisors in the 
other countries of the region after it has 
addressed the technical assistance needs 
of its priority countries. The CLDP will 
rely principally on government 
attorneys to meet the program’s goals. 
The program reserves the right to invite 
or recruit Federal government attorneys 
to participate under non-competitive 
procedures. 

In-country placements of U.S. 
commercial law advisors will range 


from approximately one to six month 
periods, depending upon the type of 
assistance requested by the Central and 
Eastern European governments. The 
goal of the CLDP Resident Advisor 
Program is to provide the governments 
of the region with quality, on-site,. 
hands-on technical advice. CLDP will 
ensure that any CLDP assistance 
provided is tailored to meet the needs 
of the specific host government and that 
legislators, administrators, judges, and 
the private sector in the host country 
have the tools to build on the expert's 
assistance upon the expert’s return to 
the U.S. 

CLDP will place only persons who are 
committed to adequately prepare for 
their assignments and to complete 
appropriate follow-up activities, CLDP 
will screen the candidates for any in¬ 
country placement to ascertain whether 
they meet the criteria set forth in this 
Federal Register Notice and are 
available for assignment in a specific 
country for the length of time agreed 
upon by CLDP and the appropriate host 
ministry. CLDP will maintain a list of 
qualified advisors and make selections 
for in-country assignments as 
appropriate and reasonable requests are 
received from the region’s governments. 
Final selection for any assignment in the 
region will be mad© by a panel of public 
and private experts knowledgeable 
about the subject of the proposed 
assignment. 

U.S. commercial law experts selected 
for the Resident Advisor Program may 
be eligible to receive funds through 
cooperative agreements from the 
Department of Commerce to help defray 
the cost of placement. 

DATES: Applications should be 
submitted no later than 3 p.m,, on 
February 12.1993. 

ADDRESSES: Applications should be sent 
along with two (2) self-addressed 
mailing labels, to Susan K. Gurley, 
Deputy Director, Commercial Law 
Development Program. Office of the 
General Counsel, room 3845, U.S. 
Department of Commerce, Washington, 
DC 20230. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Susan K. Gurley, Deputy Director, 
Commercial Law Development Program, 
Office of the General Counsel, room 
3845. U.S. Department of Commerce, 

Tel: (202) 482-5382, Fax: (202) 482- 
3244. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In 
addition to the program description 
contained in the summary, the 
following information also applies: 
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i. Funding Availability 

Pursuant to sections 521, essCb] and 
632(b) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961, as amended (22 U.S.C. 2346, 
2395(b) and 2392(b), respectively) and 
section (a)(1) under the heading 
“Assistance for Eastern Europe'* of title 
II of the Foreign Operations, Export 
Financing, and Related Appropriations 
Act, 1991, funding for the Resident 
Advisor Program shall be provided by 
the Agency for International 
Development (A.I.D.). The present 
amount available for the in-country 
placement of U.S, commercial law 
experts is $350,000, including the funds 
available for placement of U.S. 
Government personnel, whether 
through the in-country placement 
program described herein or through 
other programs of the CLDP. This 
amount is subject to augmentation or 
reduction depending on the program 
needs. 

II. Funding Instrument and Project 
Duration 

Federal assistance wdll be awarded 
pursuant to a cooperative agreement 
between the Department and the 
recipient U.S. commercial law advisor. 
With funds provided by AID, the 
Department will reimburse experts for 
the roundtrip coach airfare between the 
U.S. and the country in which the 
expert is being placed upon submission 
to the Department of the travel invoioe 
(Fly America act provisions apply). The 
recipient will be reimbursed for living 
expenses and incidentals according to 
applicable Government Travel 
regulations. In-country assignments are 
not to exceed 6 months. The Department 
of Commerce Travel Regulations suggest 
that if an advisor is placed in-country 
for more than 30 days that person make 
reasonable efforts to obtain lodging at 
weekly or monthly rates. The 
Department also will reimburse the 
recipient for pre-approved instructional 
materials. The Department will provide 
cash advances for such expenses as are 
reasonable and appropriate under the 
Federal Travel Regulations. All awards 
are expected to be made prior to March 
31, 1993. Recipients are subject to 
Federal laws and Federal and 
Departmental policies and procedures 
apphcable to financial assistance. 

111. Request for Applications 

To obtain a copy of the Competitive 
Application Kit, please send a written 
request with two self-addressed mailing 
labels to Susan K. Gurley, Commercial 
Law Development Program, room 3845, 
U.S. Department of Commerce, 14th 
Slr ^t and Constitution Ave., NW., 


Washington, DC 20230. Only one copy 
of the Application Kit will be provided 
to each individual, but Application Kits 
may be reproduced by the requester. 

A signed original and three copies of 
the Application (Standard Form 424 
(Rev. 488)) and supplemental materials 
must be submitted to the CLDP at the 
address designated in the Application 
Kit in order for the application to be 
considered. Awards are expected to be 
made on a rolling basis. All awards are 
expected to be made prior to March 31, 
1993. 

rV. Eligibility Requirements 

Eligible for financial assistance 
through the CLDP Resident Advisor 
Program in Central and Eastern Europe 
are persons licensed to practice law In 
the U.S. including individual lawyers 
from private law firms or companies, 
not-for-profit organizations. Federal, 
state and local government agencies, 
and academia. 

Each application will receive an 
objective review by a panel of persons 
from the public and private sectors 
knowledgeable about the subject of the 
program. Applications will be evaluated 
on a competitive basis, as they are 
received, in accordance with the 
selection criteria set forth below. The 
Department reserves the right to reject 
any application and to consider other 
noncompetitive procedures to distribute 
assistance under this program as 
appropriate and in accordance with law. 

A. Selection Criteria 

Consideration for financial assistance 
will be given to those experts who: 

Essential Criteria 

1. Have a minimum of five years of 
practical, substantial legal experience in 
any of the following: com])any 
formation, governance or reorganization, 
foreign investment, contra*‘:ts. secured 
transactions, commercial dispute 
resolution, real property, intellectual 
property, or government procurement; 

2. Agree to adhere to CLDP conflict of 
interest requirements; and 

3. Are able to be placed in-country 
during the period of time a person with 
their expertise has been requested by 
the host ministry, agree to commit a 
minimum of 15 hours of time (without 
recompense) in advance of the 
assignment to prepaie for the work to be 
done in-country and a minimum of 15 
hours (without recompense) after the 
assignment has ended to complete 
follow-up activities, and have expressed 
willingness to be placed in the country 
for which CLDP is making the 
placement in the question. 


Preferred Criteria 

4. Are familiar with the region either 
through personal, professional or 
educational background or experience; 

5. Are proficient in one of the 
languages of the region; 

6. Have teaching or public speaking 
facility or experience; and 

7. Have experience in legal reform or 
transnational transactions and legal 
issues. 

Out of a 100 point scale, the critical 
criteria account for 80 points. The 
preferred criteria account for 20 points. 
Selection criteria 1, 2, and 3 are critical 
elements and are weighted equally. 
Selection criteria 4 to 7 represent 
desirable, but not essential, criteria or 
experience for receiving grants. 
Selection criteria 4 to 7 are weighted 
equally. Applicants must provide CLDP 
with a summary of their educational 
background, work experience, and of 
their experience in commercial law 
matters, including number of years of 
experienoe, level of expertise, and any 
practical application in the areas of 
commercial law. The summary also 
should include, information regarding 
the Applicant’s language proficiency, 
background in Eastern European 
matters, and teaching experience, and 
should indicate whether the Applicant 
has experience in law reform. The 
summary also must indicate availability 
(duration of availability), length of 
assignment preferred, and country 
preference, if any. 

B. Conditions 


All Applicants are advised of the 
following: 

1. No award of Federal funds shall be 
made to an Applicant who has an 
outstanding delinquent Federal debt 
until either: 

A. The delinquent account is paid in 
full. 

B. A negotiated repayment schedule is 
established and at least one payment is 
received, or 

C. Other arrangements satisfactory to 
the Department of Commerce are made. 

2. Unsatisfactory performance under 
prior Federal awards may result in an 
application not being considered for 
funding. 

3. All Applicants must submit a 


mpleted Form CD-511, 
ertifications regarding Debarment, 
sponsion and Other Responsibility 
itters; Drug-Free Workplace 
quirements and Lobbying,*' and are 
vised that: . 

Nonprocurement Debarment ana 
spension. Prospective participants fas 
fined at 15 CFR part 26. section 105J 
) subject to 15 CFR part 26, 
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••Nonprocurement Debarment and 
Suspension” and the related section of 
the certification fonn; 

B. Drug Free Workplace. Grantees (as 
defined at 15 CFR part, 26 section 605) 
are subject to 15 CFR part 26. subpart 

F, “Government Wide Requirements for 
Ehug'Free Workplace (Grants)” and the 
related section of the certification form; 

C. Anti-Lobbying. Persons (as defined 
at 15 CFR part 28, section 105) are 
subject to the lobbying provisions of 31 
u s e. 1352, “Limitation on use of 
appropriated funds to influence certain 
Federal contracting and financial 
transactions.” and the lobbying section 
of the certification form which applies 
to appiications/bids for grants, 
cooperative agreements, and contracts 
for more than $100,000, and loans and 
guarantees for more than $150,000, or 
the single family maximum mortgage 
limit for affected programs, whichever is 
greater; and 

D. Anti-Lobbying Disclosures. Any 
Applicant who has paid or will pay for 
lobbying using any funds must submit 
an SF-LLL, “Disclosure of Lobbying 
Activities,” as required under 15 CFR 
part 28, Appendix B. 

4. False statements on the application 
may be grounds for denial or 
termination of funding, as well as 
potential civil and criminal liability, 
fhe Department has no further funding 
liability beyond the time and amount 
stated in the award. 

5. Recipients and subrecipients of 
financial assistance under this program 
are subject to all applicable Federal laws 
and Federal and departmental policies, 
regulations, and procedures applicable 
to Federal financial assistance awards. 

6. Standard Fonn 424 (Rev. 438) is 
subject to the Paperwork Reduction Act 
and has been approved by OMB. 

7. The Grants Officer is the only 
individual who may legally commit the 
Covemment to the expenditure of 
public funds. No costs chargeable to the 
proposed award may be incurred before 
i^ceipt of either a fully executed 
cooperative agreement or a specific 
'^niten authorization from the Grants 
Officer. If an applicant should incur any 
costs prior to an award being made, the 
applicant does so solely at its own risk 
oi not being reimbursed by the 
f-oyemment. Notwithstanding any 

' 0 rbal assurance that may have been 
received, there is no obligation on the 
part of the DOC to cover pre-award 
costs. 


8, Executive Order 12372 
Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
rograms” does not apply to this 
program. 


9. If an application is selected for 
^ ing, the Department of Commerce 


has no obligation to provide 6my 
additional prospective funding in 
connection with that award. Renewal of 
an award to increase funding or extend 
the period of performance is at the 
discretion of the Depeutment of 
Commerce. 

10. Applicants eire advised that they 
will be subject to a name check review 
process. Name checks are intended to 
reveal if the Applicant or any key 
individuals associated therewith have 
been convicted of, or are presently 
facing, criminal charges such as fraud, 
theft, perjury, or other matters which 
significantly reflect on the epplicant’s 
management honesty or financial 
integrity. Recipients and subrecipients 
will be subject to all applicable Federal 
laws and Federal and Department of 
Commerce policies, regulations, and 
procedures applicable to Federal 
financial assistance awards. 

Dated: December 7,1992. 

Lyim S. West, 

Deputy General Counsel. 

IFR Doc. 92-30268 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 ami 
BitUNO CODE 3StO-eW-M 


[Docket Numbef 920653-2259] 

Commercial Law Development 
Program for Central and Eastern 
Europe (“CLDP”) 

AGENCY: Office of the General Counsel, 
Commerce. 

ACTJON: Notice of the availability of 
funds for the CLDP Legal Intership 
Program. 

SUMMARY: The Department of Commerce 
(“Department”) Office of the General 
Counsel established the Commercial 
Law Development Program for Central 
and Eastern Europe (“CLDP”) in January 
1992, as part of the Administration's 
ongoing efforts to assist Central and 
Eastern Europe, and the Baltic Slates, in 
the development of a commercial law 
infrastructure consistent with free 
market principles. The CLDP provides 
technical assistance in the evaluation 
and revision of the region's commercial 
legal systems, with a focus on 
investment law, commercial dispute 
resolution, real property rights, 
intellectual property ri^ts, and 
government procurement. The legal 
internship component of the CLDP will 
provide an opportunity for law students 
and junior attorneys from the region to 
serve as interns in U.S. law firms and 
legal offices of U.S. companies, 
accounting firms, and trade associations 
for a period of six weeks to four months 
in order to learn U.S. legal structures 
and procedures. Only attorneys with no 


more than five years of legal experience 
and law students in their final year of 
law school or enrolled in a graduate 
legal program are eligible for the 
internship program. All interns must be 
proficient in English. The CLDP Legal 
Internship Program will first place 
interns from its priority countries, 
which currently are Albania, Bulgaria, 
Poland, and LiUbuania. Interns from the 
other countries of the region may also be 
placed if suitable matches are found and 
CLDP funding is available or 
unnecessary. 

To ensure that the program’s goals 
will be met. each applicant will be 
required to submit a plan for utilizing 
the U.S. experience to support 
commercial law reform in his or her 
country. The goal of the program is to 
provide these law students and recent 
law school graduates with the expertise 
necessary to participate in the 
establishment and implementation of 
free market legal frameworks in their 
countries. In addition, host firms will 
benefit from the program by learning 
more about these countries and their 
legal and commercial climates. 

Tinder the CLDP Legal Internship 
Program, qualified U.S. law firms and 
the legal departments of companies, 
accounting firms, and trade associations 
will be eligible under specified 
circumstances to receive funds through 
cooperative agreements with the 
Department to help defray the cost of 
hosting an intern in the U.S. 
Participating U.S. firms will be expected 
to provide the interns with instruction 
in one or more of the following areas of 
commercial law: Commercial or 
financial transactions, corporate law, 
foreign investment law, commercial 
dispute resolution, real property rights, 
intellectual property rights, or 
government procurement. 

CLDP also may place interns with the 
Eastern European legal offices of U.S. 
firms. U.S. firms wi^ Eastern European 
legal offices interested in providing 
legal internships to law students and 
recent law school graduates are invited 
to participate in CLDP’s “matchmaker” 
service. CLDP will interview candidates 
and recommend eligible interns for in¬ 
country placement. However, no 
Department funding is available for 
such placements, and such host firms 
will be responsible for all costs, 
including travel expenses, related to 
sponsoring the intern. In addition, U.S. 
firms operating in the U.S. who wish to 
utilize the CLDP's “matchmaker” 
service without applying for financial 
assistance may do so. Such firms will be 
respemsibie for all costs, including 
travel expenses, related to spon.soring 
the intern. 
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DATES: Applications should be 
submitted no later than 3 p.m,, on 
February 12,1993. 

ADDRESSES: Applications should be 
sent, along with two self-addressed 
mailing labels, to Kathy Burke, 
International Program Assistant, 
Commercial Law Development Program. 
Office of the General Counsel, room 
3845, U.S. Department of Commerce, 
Washington, DC 20230. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Kathy Burke, International Program 
Assistant. Commercial Law 
Development Program, Office of the 
General Counsel, room 3845, U.S. 
Department of Commerce, Tel: (202) 
482-5382, Fax: (202) 482-3244. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In 
addition to the program description 
contained in the summary, the 
following information also applies: 

I. Funding Availability 

Pursuant to sections 532, 635(b) and 
632(b) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961, as amended (22 U.S.C. 2346, 
2395(b) and 2392(b), respectively and 
section (a)(1) under the heading 
“Assistance for Eastern Europe” of title 
II of the Foreign Operations, Export 
Financing, and Related Appropriations 
Act, 1991, funding for the Resident 
Advisor Program shall be provided by 
the Agency for International 
Development (A.I.D.). The maximum 
amount of the financial assistance 
available for the legal internship portion 
of the CLDP program is $55,000. 

n. Funding Instrument and Project 
Duration 

Federal assistance will be awarded 
pursuant to a cooperative agreement 
between the Department and the 
recipient U.S. firm or company located 
in tlie U.S. With funds provided by AID, 
the Department will reimburse 
companies for the roundtrip coach 
airfare of each intern between the 
intern’s home country and the U.S. 
internship site upon submission to the 
Department of the travel invoice (Fly 
America Act provisions apply). The 
Department will reimburse companies a 
stipend of $30 per intern per day in the 
U.S, for up to four months. The 
Department also will reimburse 
companies for a portion of the cost of 
housing the intern. The Department wu 11 
reimburse companies up to $350 per 
month, or a prorated portion of that 
amount for any period during which the 
intern is provided housing by the host 
firm. The maximum lodging 
reimbursement amount per intern will 
not exceed $1,400. Disbursement of 
funds for reimbursement of the stipend 


and lodging will be made upon 
certification by the companies that the 
internship program has been completed 
and the intern has returned to his or her 
country. Each award will have a cap of 
$7,400 for total cost of airline, lodging, 
and stipend per intern. There are no 
specific matching requirements for the 
awards. Companies are expected to bear 
any costs of providing the intern with 
medical insurance, housing and other 
necessary incidentals during the entire 
term of the internship to the extent they 
are not covered by the award, including 
payment for the entire cost of medical 
insurance and any lodging, food and 
incidental costs in excess of the 
reimbursable limits described above. 
Companies also are responsible for 
sponsoring the intern for the 
appropriate U.S. visas. Awards will be 
provided for this program on a rolling 
basis. All awards are expected to be 
made prior to March 1993. Individual 
internships are expected to run from six 
weeks to four months. 

U.S. firms wishing to utilize CLDP 
assistance in identifying prospective 
interns for placement with their U.S. or 
Eastern European offices and requiring 
no financial support from the 
Department may do so without 
competing for the gr^t program 
described herein. Such firms will be 
responsible for all costs, including 
travel expenses, related to sponsoring 
the intern. 

III. Request for Applications 

To obtain a Competitive Application 
Kit. please send a written request with 
two self-addressed mailing labels to 
Kathy Burke, International Program 
Assistant, Commercial Law 
Development Program, room 3845, U.S. 
Department of Commerce, 14th Street 
and Constitution Avenue NW., 
Washington, DC 20230. Only one copy 
of the Application Kit will be provided 
to each organization requesting it, but it 
may be reproduced by the requester. A 
signed original and two copies of the 
application (Standard Form 424 (Rev. 4- 
88)) and supplemental materials must 
be submitted to CLDP at the address 
designated in the Application Kit in 
order for the application to be 
considered. Awards are expected to be 
made on a rolling basis prior to March 
1993. 

IV. Eligibility 

Applicants for the CLDP Legal 
Internship Program may be any for- 
profit or no-profit U.S. law firm, 
corporation, accounting firm, or trade 
association, or organization or other 
pubic or private entity. Each application 
will receive an objective review by a 


three-member review panel. 
Applications will be evaluated on a 
competitive basis, as they are received, 
in accordance with the selection criteria 
set forth below. The Department 
reserves the right to reject any 
application, to limit the number of 
interns per applicant, and to consider 
other non-competitive procedures to 
distribute assistance under this program 
as appropriate and in accordance with 
law. 

A. Selection Criteria 

Consideration for financial assistance 
will be given to CLDP proposals which: 

1. Demonstrate a commitment to the 
intent and goals of the program to 
provide appropriate instruction in the 
areas of commercial law, including 
commercial or financial transactions, 
corporations law, contract law, foreign 
investment law, commercial dispute 
resolution, real property rights, 
intellectual property ri^ts, or 
government procurement by presenting 
a realistic workplan detailing the 
instruction to be provided to the CLDP 
intern, with emphasis on how the 
instruction will assist the intern to 
utilize the training received to lead in 
his or her country’s establishment and 
implementation of a free market system; 

2. Are proposed by applicants with 
the financial capacity to successfully 
undertake the intended activities of 
hosting an intern (including the 
provision of providing housing and 
medical insurance); and 

3. Improve the U.S. geographic 
diversity of placements. 

Out of a 100 point scale the critical 
criteria account for 80 points. Selection 
criteria 1 and 2 are critical elements and 
will be weighted equally. Selection 
criteria 3 is a preferred element and will 
account for 20 points. Those applicants 
that meet both critical elements and, in 
addition, meet the preferred criteria will 
receive preferential consideration. 

B. Conditions 

All Applicants are advised of the 
following: 

1. No award of Federal funds shall be 
made to an applicant who has an 
outstanding delinquent Federal debt 
until either: 

A. The delinquent account is paid in 

B. A negotiated repayment schedule is 
established and at least one 
payment is received; or 

C. Other arrangements satisfactory to 
the Department are made. 

2, Unsatisfactory performance under 
prior Federal awards may result in ar. 
application not being considered for 
funding. 
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3. Ail primary applicants must submit 
a complet^ Form CD-511, 

• Certifications Regarding Debarment, 
Suspension and Other Responsibility 
Matters; Drug-Free Workplace 
Requirements and Levying/* and 
applicants are advised that: 

A. Nonprocurement Debarment and 
Suspension, Prospective participants (as 
defined at 15 CFR part 20, section 105) 
are subject to 15 CFR part 26, 

“Non procurement Debarment and 
Suspension'* and the related section of 
the certification form; 

B. Drug Free Workplace. Grantees (as 
defined at 15 CFR part 26, section 605) 
are subject to 15 CFR part 26, subpart 

F, “Government Requirements for Drug- 
Free Workplace (Grants)" and the 
related section of the certification form; 

C. Anti-Lobbying, Persons (as dehned 
at 15 CFR part 28, section 105) are 
subject to the lobbying provisions of 31 
U.S.C. 1352, "Limitation on use of 
appropriated funds to influence certain 
Federal contracting and financial 
transactions," and the lobbying section 
of the certification form which applies 
to applications/bids for grants, 
cooperative agreements, and contracts 
for more than $100,000, and loans and 
loan guarantees for more than $150,000, 
or the single family maximum mortgage 
limit for affected programs, whichever is 
greater; and 

D. Anii-Lobbying Disclosures. Any 
applicant that has paid or will pay for 
lobbying using any funds must submit 
an SF-LLL, "Disclosure of Lobbying 
Activities," as required under 15 CFR 
part 28, Appendix B. 

4. False statements on the application 
may be grounds for denial or 
termination of funding, as well as 
potential dvil and criminal liability. 

5. Recipients and subrecipients of 
financial assistance under this program 
are subject to all applicable Federal laws 
and Federal and departmental policies, 
regulations, and procedures applicable 
to Federal financial assistance awards. 

6. The Standard Form 424 (Rev, 4-88) 
mentioned in this notice is subject to 

the Paperwork Reduction Act and has 
been approved by OMB under Control 
No. 0348-0006. 

7. The Grant Officer is the only 
individual who may legally commit the 
Government to the expenditure of 
public funds. No costs chargeable to the 
proposed grant may be incurred before 
receipt of either a fully executed grant 

or a specific written authorization from 
he Grants Officer. If an applicant 
s ould incur any cost prior to an award 
oing nrade, the applicant does so solely 
? ^ dsk of not being reimbursed 
y fte (^vemment. Notwithstanding 
uy verbal assurance that may have 


been received, there is no obligation on 
the peurt of the DOC to cover pre-award 
costs. 

8. If an application is selected for 
funding, the Department of Commerce 
has no obligation to provide any 
additional future funding in connection 
with the award. Renewal of an award to 
increase funding or extend the period of 
performance is at the sole discretion of 
the Department of Commerce. 

9. Executive Order 12372 
"Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs" does not apply to this 
program. 

Dated: December 8,1992. 

Lynn S. West, 

Deputy General Counsel. 

IFR Doc. 92-30307 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 ami 
BtUING COO€ 3610-eVlMi 


COMMITTEE FOR THE 
IMPLEMENTATION OF TEXTILE 
AGREEMENTS 

Amendment of Import LImite for 
Certain Cotton and Man-Made Fiber 
Textile Products Produced or 
Manufactured In Mexico 

December 4,1992. 

AGENCY: Committee for the 
Implementation of Textile Agreements 
(QTA). 

ACTION: Issuing a directive to the 
Commissioner of Customs increasing 
limits, 

EFFECTIVE DATE: December 8,1992. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Anne Novak, International Trade 
Specialist, Office of Textiles and 
Apparel. U.S. Department of Commerce, 
(202) 482-4212. For information on the 
quota status of these limits, refer to the 
Quota Status Reports posted on the 
bulletin boards of each Customs port or 
call (202) 927-6711. For information on 
embargoes and quota re-openings, call 
(202) 482-3715. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Authority: Executive Order 11651 of March 
3,1972, as amended; section 204 of the 
Agricultural Act of 1956, as amended (7 
U.S.C. 1854). 

The U.S. Government has agreed to 
increase the Normal Regime limits for 
Categories 347/348/647/648 and 351/ 
651 for 1992. 

A description of the textile and 
apparel categories in terms of HTS , 
numbers is available in the 
CORRELATION: Textile and Apparel 
Categories with the Harmonized Tariff 
Schedule of the United States (see 
Federal Register notice 56 FR 60101, 
published on November 27,1991). Also 


see 56 FR 65244, publisl^ on 
December 16,1991. 

The letter to the Commissioner of 
Customs and the actions taken pursuant 
to it are not designed to implement all 
of the provisions of the bilateral 
agreement, but are designed to assist 
only in the implementation of certain of 
its provisions. 

Auggie D. Tantillo, 

Chairman, Crmimittee for the Implementation 
of Textile Agreements. 

Committee for the Implement atioB of Textile 
Agreements 

December 4,1992. 

Commissioner of Customs, 

Department of the Treasury, Washir^ton, DC 
20229. 

Dear Commissioner: This diret;tive 
amends, but does not cancel, the directive 
issued to you on December 10,1991, by the 
Chairman, Committee for the Implementation 
of Textile Agreements. That directive 
concerns imports of certain cotton, wool and 
man-made fiber textile products, produced or 
manufactured in Mexico and exported during 
the twelve-month period which began on 
January 1,1992 and extends throu^ 
December 31,1992. 

Effective on December 8,1992 you are 
directed to amend further the directive dated 
December 10,1991, to increase the Normal 
Regime limits for the following categories. 
The Special Regime limits for Categories 347/ 
348/647/648 and 351/651 remain unchanged. 


Normal Regime Cat¬ 

Amended tvmive-month 

egory 

limit ^ 

347/348/647/648 ... 

1,170^000 dozen. 

351/651 ... 

145,000 dozen. 


UmHs have not been adjustet^ to aocot»nt tor any 
Imports exported after December 3i. 1991 


The Committee for the Implementation of 
Textile Agreements has determined that 
these actions fall within the foreign affairs 
exception to the rulemaking provisions of 5 
U.S.C. 553(a)(1). 

Sincerely, 

Auggie D. Tantillo, 

Chairman, Committee for the Implementation 
of Textile Agreements. 

IFR Dog, 92-29991 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 ami 
BtLLtNG CODE 3Ste-OR~F 


Denial of Participation in the Special 
Access and Special Regime Programs 

December 8,1992. 

AGENCY: Committee for the 
Implementation of Textile Agreements 
(ClTA). 

ACTION: Issuing a directive to the 
Commissioner of Customs denying the 
right to participate in the Special Access 
and Special Regime Programs. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: January 1,1993. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Lori 

E. Goldberg, International Trade 
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Specialist, Office of Textiles and 
Apparel, U.S. Department of Commerce. 
(202) 482-3400. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION; 

Authority: Executive Order 11651 of March 
3. 1972, as amended; section 204 of the 
Agricultural Act of 1956. as amended (7 
U.S.C. 1854). 

The Committee for the 
Implementation of Textile Agreements 
(CITA) has determined that Luis 
Narvaez is in violation of the 
requirements set forth for participation 
in the Special Access and Special 
Regime Programs. 

In the letter published below, the 
Chairman of CITA directs the 
Commissioner of Customs, effective on 
January 1. 1993, to deny Luis Narvaez 
the right to participate in the Special 
Access and Special Regime Programs, 
for a period of three years, from January 
1. 1993 through December 31, 1995. 

Requirements for participation in the 
Special Access Program are available in 
Federal Register notices 51 FR 21208. 
published on June 11 , 1986; 52 FR 
26057, published on July 10, 1987; and 
54 FR 50425, published on December 6. 
1989. 

Requirements for participation in the 
Special Regime Program are available in 
Federal Register notices 53 FR 15724, 
published on May 3, 1988; 53 FR 32421. 
published on August 25, 1988; 53. FR 
49346. published on December 7, 1988; 
and 54 FR 50425, published on 
December 6.1989. 

Auggie D. Tantillo, 

Chairman, Committee for the Implementation 
of Textile Agreements. 

Committee for the Implementation of Textile 

Agreements 

December 8, 1992. 

Commissioner of Customs. 

Department of the Treasury, Washington. DC 
20229. 

Dear Commissioner; The purpose of this 
directive is to notify you that the Committee 
for the Implementation of Textile Agreements 
has determined that Luis Narvaez is in 
violation of the requirements for 
participation in the Special Access and 
Special Regime Programs. 

Effective on January 1.1993. you are 
directed to prohibit Luis Narvaez from 
further participation in the Special Access 
and Special Regime Programs, for a period of 
three years, from January 1.1993 through 
December 31,1995. Goods accompanied by 
Form ITA-370P which are presented to U.S. 
Customs for entry under the Special Access 
and Special Regime Programs will no longer 
be accepted. In addition, for the period 
fanuar>' 1,1993 through December 31,1995, 
you are directed not to sign ITA-370P forms 
for export of U.S.-formed and cut fabric. 


Sincerely, 

Auggie D. Tantillo, 

Chairman, Committee for the Implementation 
of Textile Agreements, 

(FR Doc. 92-30235 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am) 
SILUNG CODE 361(M)R-F 


Request for Public Comments on 
Bilateral Textile Consultations With the 
Arab Republic of Egypt on Certain 
Wool Textile Products 

December 9, 1992. 

AGENCY: Committee for the 
Implementation of Textile Agreements 
(CITA). 

ACTION: Notice. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Jennifer Aldrich, International Trade 
Specialist. Office of Textiles and 
Apparel, U.S. Department of Commerce, 
(202) 482—4212. For information on 
categories for which consultations have 
been requested, call (202) 482-3740. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Authority; Executive Order 11651 of March 
3. 1972, as amended; section 204 of the 
Agricultural Act of 1956. as amended (7 
U.S.C. 1854). 

On November 27, 1992, under the 
terms of Article 3 of the Arrangement 
Regarding International Trade in 
Textiles, done at Geneva on December 
20, 1973, as further extended on July 31. 
1986, the Government of the United 
States requested consultations with the 
Government of the Arab Republic of 
Egypt with respect to women’s and girls’ 
wool trousers, slacks and breeches in 
Category 448, produced or 
manufactured in Egypt. 

The purpose of this notice is to advise 
the public that, if no solution is agreed 
upon in consultations with the 
Government of the Arab Republic of 
Egypt, the Committee for the 
Implementation of Textile Agreements 
may later establish a limit for the entry 
and withdrawal from warehouse for 
consumption of wool textile products in 
Category 448, produced or 
manufactured in Egypt and exported 
during the twelve-month period which 
began on November 27,1992 and 
extends through November 26,1993, at 
a level of not less than 9,450 dozen. 

A summary market statement 
concerning Category 448 follows this 
notice. 

Anyone wishing to comment or 
provide data or information regarding 
the treatment of Category 448, or to 
comment on domestic production or 
availability of products included in 
Category 448, is invited to submit 10 
copies of such comments or information 


to Auggie D. Tantillo, Chairman. 
Committee for the Implementation of 
Textile Agreements, U.S. Department of 
Commerce, Washington, DC 20230; 
ATTN: Helen L, LeGrande. The 
comments received will be considered 
in the context of the consultations with 
the Government of the Arab Republic of 
Egypt. 

Because the exact timing of the 
consultations is not yet certain, 
comments should be submitted 
promptly. Comments or information 
submitted in response to this notice will 
be available for public inspection in the 
Office of Textiles and Apparel, room 
H3100, U.S. Department of Commerce, 
14th and Constitution Avenue, NW., 
Washington, DC. 

Further comments may be invited 
regarding particular comments or 
information received from the public 
which the Committee for the 
Implementation of Textile Agreements 
considers appropriate for further 
consideration. 

The solicitation of comments 
regarding any aspect of the agreement or 
the implementation thereof is not a 
waiver in any respect of the exemption 
contained in 5 U.S.C. 553(a)(1) relating 
to matters which constitute “a foreign 
affairs function of the United States.” 

The United States remains committed 
to finding a solution concerning 
Category 448. Should such a solution be 
reached in consultations with the 
Government of the Arab Republic of 
Egypt, further notice will be published 
in the Federal Register. 

A description of the textile and 
bpparel categories in terms of HTS 
numbers is available in the 
CORRELATION: Textile and Apparel 
Categories with the Harmonized Tariff 
Schedule of the United States (see 
Federal Register notice 56 FR 60101, 
published on November 27,1991). 

Auggie D. Tantillo, 

Chairman, Committee for the Implementation 
of Textile Agreements. 

Market Statement—Egypt 
Category 448—^Women’s and Girls’ Wool 
Trousers, Slacks and Shorts 
November 1992 

Import Situation and Conclusion 

U.S. imports of women’s and girls' 
wool trousers, slacks and shorts. 
Category 448, from Egypt reached 
11,340 dozen in year ending September 
1992. Egypt began shipping women’s 
and girls’ wool trousers to the U.S. in 
June 1992 and in just four months—June 
1992-September 1992—shipped 11,340 
dozen. Egypt became the tenth largest 
supplier of women’s and girls’ wool 
trousers, slacks and shorts to the U.S. 
market, accounting for 3.5 percent of 
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total Category 448 imports during the 
January-September 1992 period. 

The sharp and substantial increase in 
Category 448 imports from Egypt is 
causing disruption in the U.S. market 
for women’s and girls’ wool trousers, 
slacks and shorts. 

(/.S. Production, Import Penetration, and 
Market Share 

U.S. production of women’s and girls’ 
wool trousers, slacks and shorts. 

Category 448, increased in 1988 and 
then declined in 1989, 1990, and 1991. 
Production fell to 204,000 dozen in 
1991 ,14 percent below the 1990 level 
and 48 percent below the 1987 level. 

This decline continued in 1992, with 
production falling to 195,000 for the 
year ending June 1992,12 percent below 
the year ending June 1991 level. In 
contrast, U.S. imports of women's and 
girls’ wool trousers, slacks and shorts. 
Category 448, increased 15 percent, 
from 299.000 dozen in 1987 to 345,000 
dozen in 1991. Imports surged in 1992, 
increasing 22 percent over the January- 
September 1991 level and reaching 
403,876 dozen in the year ending 
September 1992, 29 percent above the 
year ending Septem^r 1991 level and 
the highest 12 month level on record. 

The ratio of imports to domestic 
production more than doubled, 
increasing from 76 percent in 1987 to 
169 percent in 1991. This increase 
continued in 1992, with the ratio of 
imports to domestic production 
reaching 191 percent for the year ending 
June 1992. The domestic manufacturers* 
share of the U.S. market fell from 57 
percent in 1987 to 37 percent in 1991, 
a decline of 20 percentage points. This 
decline continued in 1992, with the 
domestic manufacturers’ share of the 
U.S. market falling to 34 percent for the 
year ending June 1992. 

Duty-Paid Value and U.S. Producers* Price 

Approximately 74 percent of Category 
448 imports from Egypt during the year 
ending September 1992 entered the U.S. 


under HTSUSA number 6204.61.0010— 
women’s wool trousers and breeches. 
These women’s wool trousers and 
breeches entered the U.S. at landed 
duty-paid values below U.S. producers* 
prices for comparable women’s wool 
trousers and breeches. 

IFR Doc. 92-30236 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am] 
BILUNO CODE 36tO-Oe-f 


DEPARTWENT OF DEFENSE 

Office of the Secretary 

Medical and Dental Reimbursements 
Rates for Fiscal Year 1993; Correction 

This notice corrects the ultrasound 
charge published in the Federal 
Register on October 15,1992, in the 
Medical and Dental Reimbursement 
Rates for FY 1993, in the section 
entitled "High Cost Services Requested 
by External Providers.’’ The Office of 
the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Health Affairs) has advised that the 
correct charge for an ultrasound test 
should b^ $172.66 instead of $1,109.00. 
All other charges and provisions of the 
Medical and Dental Reimbursements 
Rates for Fiscal Year 1993 remain as 
stated. 

The point-of-contact for this 
correction is Mr. Walter Fisch, Office of 
the Deputy Comptroller (Management 
Systems), Accounting Policy. Mr. Fisch 
may be reached at (703) 697-3135. 

Dated: December 9,1992. 

L.M. Bynum, 

Alternate OSD Federal Register Liaison 
Officer, Department of Defense. 

IFR Doc. 92-30281 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am) 
BILUNQ CODE 


Per Diem, Travel and Tranaportallon 
Allowance Committee; Changet In Per 
Diem Rates 

AGERCY: Per Diem, Travel and 
Transportation Allowance Committee, 
DOD. 

ACTION: Publication of changes in per 
diem rates. 

SUMMARY: The Per Diem, Travel and 
Transportation Allowance Committee is 
publishing Civilian Personnel Per Diem 
Bulletin Number 166. This bulletin lists 
changes in per diem rates prescribed for 
U.S. Government employees for offrcial 
travel in Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, 
the Northern Mariana Islands and 
Possessions of the United States. 
Bulletin Number 166 is being published 
in the Federal Register to assure that 
travelers are paid per diem at the most 
current rates. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: 1 December 1992. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 
document give notice of changes in per 
diem rates prescribed by the Per Diem 
Travel and Transportation Allowance 
Committee for non-foreign areas outside 
the continental United States. 
Distribution of Civilian Personnel Per 
Diem Bulletins by mail was 
discontinued effective 1 June 1979. Per 
Diem Bulletins published periodically 
in the Federal Register now constitute 
the only notification of change in per 
diem rates to agencies and 
establishments outside the Department 
of Defense. 

The text of the Bulletin follows: 

»LLiNO CODE 3«10-01-M 
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MAXIMUM PER DIEM RATES FOR OFFICIAL TRAVEL IN ALASKA, HAWAII, THE 
COMMONWEALTHS OF PUERTO RICO AND THE NORTHERN MARIANA ISLANDS AND 
POSSESSIONS OF THE UNITED STATES BY FEDERAL GOVERNMENT CIVILIAN 
EMPLOYEES 


LOCALITY 

MAXIMUM 

LODGING 
AMOUNT 
(A) + 

M6cIE 

RATE 

(B) 

MAXIMUM 

PER DIEM 
RATE 
» (C) 

EFFECTIVE 

DATE 

ALASKA: 

ADAK 5/ 

$ 10 

$ 34 

$ 44 

10-01-91 

ANAKTUVDK PASS 

83 

57 

140 

12-01-90 

ANCHORAGE 

05-15--09-15 

174 

71 

245 

05-15-93 

09-16--05-14 

81 

66 

147 

12-01-92 

ANIAK 

73 

36 

109 

07-01-91 

ATQASUK 

129. 

86 

215 

12-01-90 

BARROW 

86 

73 

159 

06-01-91 

BETHEL 

05-01--09-30 

93 

83 

176 

05-01-92 

10-01--04-30 

80 

81 

161 

02-01-92 

BETTLES 

65 

45 

110 

12-01-90 

CANTWELL 

62 

46 

108 

06-01-91 

COLD BAY 

71 

54 

125 

12-01-90 

COLDFOOT 

, 95 

59 

154 

10-01-92 

CORDOVA 

66 

77 

143 

12-01-92 

CRAIG 

67 

35 

102 

07-01-91 

DILLINGHAM 

76 

38 

114 

' 12-01-90 

DUTCH HARBOR-UNALASKA 

113 

67 

180 

05-01-92 

EIELSON AFB 

05-15--09-15 

100 

66 

166 

05-15-93 

09-16--05-14 

65 

67 

132 

12-01-92 

ELMENDORF AFB 

05-15--09-15 

174 

71 

245 

05-15-93 

09-16--05-14 

81 

66 

147 

12-01-92 

EMMONAK 

60 

40 

100 

06-01-91 

FAIRBANKS 

05-15--09-15 

100 

66 

166 

05-15-93 

09-16--05-14 

65 

67 

132 

12-01-92 

FALSE PASS 

80 

37 

117 

06-01-91 

FT. RICHARDSON 
05-15--09-15 

174 

71 

245 

05-15-93 

09-16--05-14 

81 

66 

147 X 

12-01-92 

FT. WAINWRIGHT 
05-15--09-15 

100 

66 

166 

05-15-93 

09-16--05-14 

65 

67 

132 

12-01-92 

HOMER 

05-01--09-30 

71 

60 

131 

05-01-93 

10-01--04-30 

53 

62 

115 

12-01-92 


Page 1 
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maximum per diem rates for official travel in ALASKA, HAWAII, THE 

COMMONWEALTHS OF PUERTO RICO AND THE NORTHERN MARIANA ISLANDS AND 
POSSESSIONS OF THE UNITED STATES BY FEDERAL GOVERNMENT CIVILIAN 
EMPLOYEES 


-- 

MAXIMUM 


MAXIMUM 



LODGING 

M6tIE 

PER DIEM 

EFFECTIVE 

locality 

AMOUNT 

RATE 

RATE 

DATE 

(A) 

(B) 

= (C) 



ALASKA: (CONT'D) 
JUNEAU 


05-01--10-0I 

$ 88 

$ 74 

$162 

05-01-92 

10-02--04-30 

75 

73 

148 

01-01-92 

katmai national park 

89 

59 

148 

12-01-90 

KENAI-SOLDOTNA 

04-02--09-30 

94 

68 

162 

04-02-93 

I0-0I--04-01 

57 

66 

123 

12-01-92 

KETCHIKAN 

05-14--10-14 

77 

61 

138 

05-14-93 

I0-I5--05-I3 

68 

71 

139 

12-01-92 

KING SALMON 3/ 

75 

59 

134 

12-01-90 

KLAWOCK 

75 

36 

111 

07-01-91 

KODIAK 

71 

61 

132 

01-01-92 

KOTZEBUE 

125 

72 

197 

01-01-92 

KUPARUK OILFIELD 

75 

52 

127 

12-01-90 

METLAKATLA 

79 

44 

123 

07-01-91 

MURPHY DOME 

05-I5--09-I5 

100 

66 

166 

05-15-93 

09-I6--05-I4 

65 

67 

132 

12-01-92 

NELSON LAGOON 

102 

39 

141 

06-01-91 

NOATAK 

125 

72 

197 

01-01-92 

NOME 

05-I5--09-15 

87 

72 

159 

05-15-92 

09-1&--05-14 

76 

71 

147 

05-01-92 

NOORVIK 

125 

72 

197 

01-01-92 

PETERSBURG 

72 

64 

136 

05-01-92 

POINT HOPE 

99 

' 61 

160 

12-01-90 

POINT LAY 6/ 

106 

73 

179 

12-01-90 

PRUDHOE BAY-DEADHORSE 

64 

57 

121 

12-01-90 

SAND POINT 

75 

36 

111 

07-01-91 

SEWARD 

05-0I--09-30 

107 

. 53 

160 

05-01-92 

I0-01--04-30 

61 

48 

109 

01-01-92 

SHUNGNAK 

125 

72 

197 

01-01-92 

SITKA-MT. EDGECOMBE 

72 

69 

141 

01-01-92 

SKAGWAY 

05-14--I0-14 

77 

61 

138 

05-14-93 

10-15--05-13 

68 

71 

139 

12-01-92 

SPRUCE CAPE 

71 

61 

132 

01-01-92 

ST. GEORGE 

100 

39 

139 

06-01-91 


Page 2 
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MAXIMUM PER DIEM RATES FOR OFFICIAL TRAVEL IN ALASKA, HAWAII, THE 
COMMONWEALTHS OF PUERTO RICO AND THE NORTHERN MARIANA ISLANDS AND 
POSSESSIONS OF THE UNITED STATES BY FEDERAL GOVERNMENT CIVILIAN 
EMPLOYEES 


LOCALITY 

MAXIMUM 
LODGING 
AMOUNT 
(A) ^ 

M6tIE 

RATE 

(B) 

MAXIMUM 

PER DIEM 
RATE 
- (C) 

EFFECTIVE 

DATE 

ALASKA: (CONT'D) 

ST. MARY'S 

$ 60 

$ 40 

$100 

12-01-90 

ST. PAUL ISLAND 

81 

34 

115 

12-01-90 

TANANA 

05-15--09-I5 

87 

72 

159 

05-15-92 

09-16--05-14 

76 

71 

147 

05-01-92 

TOK 

48 

55 

103 

12-01-92 

UMIAT 

97 

63 

160 

12-01-90 

UNALAKLEET 

58 

47 

105 

12-01-90 

VALDEZ 

05-0I--09-0I 

98 

53 

151 

05-01-93 

09-02--04-30 

82 

70 

152 

12-01-92 

WAINWRIGHT 

90 

75 

165 

12-01-90 

WALKER LAKE 

82 

54 

136 

12-01-90 

WRANGELL 

05-14--10-I4 

77 

61 

138 

05-14-93 

10-I5--05-13 

68 

71 

139 

12-01-92 

YAKUTAT 

70 

40 

110 

12-01-90 

OTHER 3. 4, 6/. 

46 

47 

93 

12-01-92 

AMERICAN SAMOA 

85 

47 

132 

12-01-91 

GUAM 

112 

75 

187 

05-01-92 

HAWAII: 

ISLAND OF HAWAII: HILO 

65 

61 

126 

06-01-92 

ISLAND OF HAWAII: OTHER 

80 

61 

141 

06-01-92 

ISLAND OF KAUAI 

99 

55 

154 

06-01-92 

ISLAND OF KURE 1/ 


13 

13 

12-01-90 

ISLAND OF MAUI 

79 

64 

143 

06-01-92 

ISLAND OF OAHU 

105 

55 

160 

06-01-92 

OTHER 

59 

47 

106 

12-01-90 

JOHNSTON ATOLL 2/ 

20 

20 

40 

10-01-92 

MIDWAY ISLANDS 1/ 


13 

13 

12-01-90 

NORTHERN MARIANA ISLANDS; 
ROTA 

45 

31 

76 

12-01-90 

SAIPAN 

68 

47 

115 

12-01-90 

TINIAN 

44 

24 

68 

12-01-90 

OTHER 

20 

13 

33 

12-01-90 

PUERTO RICO: 

BAYAMON 

04-16--12-14 

93 

67 

160 

08-01-92 

12-15--04-15 

116 

69 

185 

12-15-92 


Page 
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KaXIHUM per OlEM RATES FOR OFFICIAL TRAVEL IN ALASKA. HAWAII. THE 
COMMONWEALTHS OF PUERTO RICO AND HiE NORTHERN MARIANA ISLANDS AND 
POSSESSIONS OF THE UNITED STATES BY FEDERAL GOVERNMENT CIVILIAN 
employees 


locality 


maximum' 

lodging m&ie 

amount RATE 

(A) 4 <B) 


MAXIMUM 

PER DIEM EFFECTIVE 
RATE DATE 

- <C)' 


PUERTO RICO: (CONT'D) 


CAROLINA 

04-16-12-14 

$ 93 

$ 67 

$160 

08-01 

92 

12-15--04-15 

116 

69 

185 

12-15 

92 

FAJARDO (INCLUDING UT(1U1LL0) 

04-16--12-14 

90 

57 

147 

08-01 

92 

12-15--04-15 

134 

61 

195 

12-15 

92 

FT. BUCHANAN (INCL CSA SERV CTR. GUA^-NABO) 
04-16--12-14 93 67 

160 

08-01 

9? 

12-15--04-15 

116 

69 

185 

12-15 

92 

mayaguez 

85 

65 

150 

08-01 

9? 

PONCE 

106 

65 

171 

08-01 

92 

ROOSEVELT ROADS 

04-16--12-14 

90 

57 

147 

08-01 

9? 

12-15--04-15 

134 

61 

195 

12-15 

9? 

SARANA SEGA 

04-16-12-14 

93 

67 

160 

08-01 

9? 

12-15--04-15 

116 

69 

185 

12-15 

92 

SAN JUAN (INCL SAN JUAN COAST 
04-16--12-14 

GUARD 

93 

UNITS) 

67 

160 

08-01 

9? 

12-15- -04-l'5 

116 

69 

185 

12-15 

92 

OTHER 

63 

52 

115 

08-01 

9? 

VIRGIN ISLA.NDS OF THE V S 

05-02--12-15 

100 

68 

168 

08-01 

92 

12-16--05-01 

144 

73 

217 

12-16 

92 

W.^E ISLAND 2/ 

4 

17 

21 

12-01 

90 

ALL OTHER LOCALITIES 

20 

13 

33 

12-01 

90 


_ 

_ 


. 



FOOTNOTES 


1/ Commercial facilities are not available. The meal ..and incidental 
expense rate covers charges for meals in available facilities plus an 
additional allowance for incidental expenses and will be increased by 
the amount paid for Government quarters by the traveler 

2/ Commercial facilities are not available. Only Government-owned and 
contractor operated quarters and mess are available at this locality. This 
per diem rate is the amount necessary to defray the cost of lodging, meals 
find incidental expenses. 


3/ On any day when US Government or contractor quarters are available and 
U S. Government or contractor messing facilities are used, a meal and 
incidental expense rate of $19.65 is prescribed to cover meals and 
incidental expenses at Shemya AFB. Clear AFS, Galena APT and King Salmon 
APT. This rate will be increased by the amount paid for U.S. Government or 
contractor quarters and by for each meai procured at a commercial 
facility. The rates of per diem prescribed herein apply from 0001 on the 
day after arrival through 2400 on the day prior to the day of departure. 


4/ On any day when U.S. Government or contractor quarters are available 
and U.S. Government or contractor messing facilities are used, a meal and 
incidental expense rate of $34 is prescribed to cover meals and incidental 
expenses at Amchitka Island. Alaska. This rate will be increased by the 
amount paid for U.S. Government or contractor quarters and by $10 for each 
meal procured at a commercial facility. The rates of per diem prescribed 
herein apply from 0001 on the day after arrival through 2400 on the day 
prior to the day of departure. 


5/ On any day when D.S. Government or contractor quarters are available 
and U.S. Government or contractor messing facilities are used, a meal and 
incidental expense rate of $25 is prescribed instead of the rate prescribed 
in the table. This rate will be increased by the amount paid for U.S. 
Government or contractor quarters. 


6/ meal rates listed below are prescribed for the following locations 
Lisbume RRL. Cape Newenhan RRL. Cape Romanzof APT. Fort 
Kon RRL Indian Mtn RRL. Sparrevohn RRL, Tatalina RRL, Tin City RRL, 
carter Island AFS, Point Barrow AFS, Point'Lay AFS and Oliktok AFS. The 

government quarters in determining the 
P r diem will be $3.50 plus the following an»ount; 



ODD Personnel 
Non-DOD Personnel 


Daily Rate 
$13 
$30 


bilung code 

Dated: December 8,1992. 

L.M. Bynum, 

^^ernate OSD Federal Register Liaison 
Officer, Department of Defense. 

IFR Doc. 92-30283 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am) 

bilung code Mio-ei-n 












59098 


Federal Register / Vol. 57, No. 240 / Monday, December 14, 1992 / Notices 


Public Information Collection 
Requirement Submitted to 0MB for 
Review 

ACTION: Notice. The Department of 
Defense has submitted to OMB for 
clearance the following proposal for 
collection of information under the 
provisions of the Paperwork Reduction 
Act (44 U.S.C. chapter 35). 

Title, Applicable Form, and 
Applicable OMB Control Number: 
Defense FAR Supplement, part 230, 

Cost Accounting Procedures: DD Form 
1861; OMB Control Number 0704-0267. 

Type of Request: Extension. 

Average Burden Hours/Minutes Per 
Response: 10 Hours. 

Responses pejr Respondent: 1. 

Number of Respondents: 75. 

Annual Burden Hours: 750. 

Annual Responses: 75. 

Needs and Uses: This information is 
used to distribute contractor facilities 
capital assets by type for the purpose of 
developing profit objectives on defense 
contracts. 

Affected Public: Businesses or other 
for-profit; Small businesses or 
organizations. 

Frequency: On occasion. 

Respondents Obligation: Required to 
obtain or retain a benefit. 

OMB Desk Officer: Mr. Peter N. Weiss. 
Written comments and 
recommendations on the proposed 
information collection should be sent to 
Mr. Weiss at the Office of Management 
and Budget, Desk Officer for DoD, room 
3235, New Executive Office Building, 
Washington. DC 20503. 

DOD Clearance Officer: Mr. William 
P. Pearce. Written requests for copies of 
the information collection proposal 
should be sent to Mr. Pearce, WHS/ 
DIOR, 1215 Jefferson Davis Highway, 
suite 1204, Arlington, Virginia 22202- 
4302. 

Dated: December 8,1992. 

L.M. Bynum, 

Alternate OSD Federal Register Liaison 
Officer, Department of Defense. 

{FR Doc. 92-30284 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 ami 
BflUHG CODE 


Public Information Collection 
Requirements Submitted to OMB for 
Review 

ACTION: Notice. The Department of 
Defense has submitted to OMB for 
clearance the following proposal for 
collection of information under the 
provisions of the Paperwork Reduction 
Act (44 U.S.C. chapter 35). 

Title, Applicable Form, and 
Applicable OMB Control Number: 


Defense FAR Supplement, part 203, 
Improper Business Practices and 
Personal Conflicts of Interest, and the 
clause at 252.203-7000; OMB Control 
No. 0704-0277. 

Type of Request: Revision. 

Average Burden Hours/Minutes Per . 
Response: 8 hours. 

Responses Per Respondent: 1. 

Number of Respondents: 1,000. 

Annual Burden Hours: 8,000. 

Annual Responses: 1,000. 

Needs and Uses: DoD FAR 
Supplement, part 203, and the clause at 
252.203-7000 requires cohtractors to 
annually report if they have provided 
compensation to former DoD employees. 
This collection of information is 
necessary to comply with 10 U.S.C. 
2397c. 

Affected Public: Businesses or other 
for-profit; Small businesses or 
organizations. 

Frequency: Annually. 

Respondents Obligation: Mandatory. 

OMB Desk Officer: Mr. Peter N. Weiss. 
Written comments and 
recommendations on the proposed 
information collection should be sent to 
Mr. Weiss at the Office of Management 
and Budget, Desk Officer for DoD, room 
3235, New Executive Office Building, 
Washington, DC 20503. 

DoD Clearance Officer: Mr. William P 
Pearce. Written requests for copies of 
the information collection proposal 
should be sent to Mr. Pearce, WHS/ 
DIOR, 1215 Jefferson Davis Highway, 
suite 1204, Arlington, Virginia 22202- 
4302. 

Dated: December 9,1992. 

L.M. Bynum, 

Alternate OSD Federal Register Liaison 
Officer, Department of Defense. 

[FR Doc. 92-30282 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 ami 
BiLUNQ CODE 3810-01-M 


Defense Logistics Agency 

Privacy Act of 1974; Amend Record 
Systems 

AGENCY: Defense Logistics Agency, DoD. 
ACTION: Amend record systems. 

SUMMARY: The Defense Logistics Agency 
proposes to amend five existing systems 
of records in the DLA inventory of 
systems of records notices subject to the 
Privacy Act of 1974 (5 U.S.C. 552a), as 
amended. 

DATES: This action will be effective 
without further notice on January 13, 
1993, unless comments are received that 
would result in a contrary ' 
determination. 

ADDRESSES: Send comments to the 
Privacy Act Officer, Administrative 


Management Branch, Planning and 
Resource Management Division, Defense 
Logistics Agency, Room 5A120, 
Cameron Station, Alexandria, VA 
22304-6100. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ms. 
Susan Salus at (703) 617-7583. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
complete inventory of Defense Logistics 
Agency record system notices subject to 
the Privacy Act of 1974 (5 U.S.C. 552a), 
as amended, have been published in the 
Federal Register as follows: 

50 FR 22897. May 29,1985 (DoD 
Compilation, changes follow) 

50 FR 51898, December 20,1985 

51 FR 27443, July 31. 1986 

51 FR 30104, August 22,1986 

52 FR 35304, September 18,1987 

52 FR 37495. October 7,1987 

53 FR 04442, February 16,1988 
53 FR 09965, March 28.1988 
53 FR 21511, June 8,1988 

53 FR 26105, July 11, 1988 
53 FR 32091, August 23,1988 
53 FR 39129, October 5,1988 
53 FR 44937, November 7. 1988 

53 FR 48708, December 2,1988 

54 FR 11997, March 23.1989 

55 FR 21918, May 30,1990 (DLA Address 
Directory) 

55 FR 32284, August 8, 1990 
55 FR 32947, August 13.1990 
55 FR 34050, August 21,1990 
55 FR 42755. October 23.1990 

55 FR 53178, December 27,1990 

56 FR 5806, February 13,1991 
56 FR 8987, March 4,1991 

56 FR 11207, March 15,1991 

56 FR 19838, April 30, 1991 

56 FR 31392, July 10,1991 (indexing system) 

56 FR 35852, July 29,1991 

56 FR 52017, October 17,1991 

56 FR 55910, October 30,1991 

56 FR 56065, October 31,1991 

56 FR 65245, December 16,1991 

57 FR 2715, January 23,1992 
57 FR 13718, April 17,1992 
57 FR 20471, May 13,1992 
57 FR 28490, June 25.1992 
57 FR 29294.July 1.1992 

57 FR 33323, July 28,1992 
57 FR 35570, August 10.1992 
57 FR 44177. September 24,1992 

The amendments are not within the 
purview of subsection (r) of the Privacy 
Act (5 U.S.C. 552a), as amended, which 
requires the submission of an altered 
system report. The new system notice 
and the specific changes to the record 
systems being amended are set forth 
below followed by the system notices as 
amended, in their entirety- 
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Dated; Decembers, 1992. 

L. M. Bynum, 

Alternate OSD Federal Register Liaison 
Officer, Department of Defense. 

Amendments 
SI 61.25 DLA-T 

SYSTEM name: 

Individual Access Files. (50 FR 22904, 
May 29.1985). 

CHANGES: 

* * * ♦ * 

SYSTEM IDENTIFIER: 

Delete entry and replace with 
•S500.50 DLA-1.*' 

* * * * ♦ 

SYSTEM NAME: 

Delete and replace with “Individual 
Access Records.” 

* * ★ * * 

SYSTEM LOCATION: 

te entry and replace with “Staff 
Director, Office of Command Security. 
HQDLA-I, Cameron Station. 

Alexandria, VA 22304—6100, and the 
DLA Primary Level Field Activities 
(PLFAs). Official mailing addresses are 
published as an appendix to DLA*s 
compilation of systems of records 
notices.” 


CATEGORIES Of INDIViDUALS COVERED BY THE 
SYSTEM: 

Delete entry and replace with “DLA 
civilian and military personnel, 
contractor employees, and individuals 
granted or denied access to DLA 
activities, installations, or databases.” 

♦ ♦ * * * 

AUTHORITY FOR MAINTENANCE Of THE SYSTEM: 

Delete entry and replace with 
"Section 21 of the Internal Security Act 
of 1950 (50 U.S.C. 781). et seq.; and E.O. 
10450, Security Requirements for 
Government Employment.” 
***** 

PURPOSE(S): 

•Delete entry and replace with 
Information is used to control access to 
DLA databases and access to and 
movement on DLA activities and 
facilities.” 

'*♦*** 

routine uses Of RECORDS MAiNTAINEO IN THE 
SYSTEM, INCLUDINQ CATEGORIES OF USERS AND 
the purposes Of SUCH USES: 

Add at end “The ^Blanket Routine 
uses set forth at the beginning of DLA's 
compilation of systems of records 
notices apply to this system.” 

» * ^ 


retrievability: 

Add after “name,” “or Social Security 
Number.” 

***** 

SYSTEM MANAQER(S)-AND ADDRESS: 

Delete entry and replace with “Staff 
Director, Office of Command Security, 
HQ DLA-I, Cameron Station, 

Alexandria, VA 22304-6100, and the 
heads of the DLA Primary Level Field 
Activities (PLFA*s). Official mailing 
addresses are published as an appendix 
to DLA’s compilation of systems of 
records notices.” 


NOTIFICATION PROCEDURE: 

Delete entry and replace with 
“Individuals seeking to determine 
whether this system of records contains 
information about themselves should 
address written inquiries to or visit the 
system manager of the particular DLA 
activity involved. Official mailing 
addresses are published as an appendix 
to DLA’s compilation of systems of 
records notices.” 

***** 

RECORD ACCESS PROCEDURES: 

Delete entry and replace with 
“Individuals seeking access to records 
about themselves contained in this 
system of records should address 
written inquiries to or visit the system 
manager of the particular DLA activity 
involved. Official mailing addresses are 
published as an appendix to DLA’s 
compilation of systems of records 
notices.” 

***** 

CONTESTING RECORD PROCEDURES: 

Delete entry and replace with “The 
DLA rules for contesting contents and 
appealing initial agency determinations 
are contained in DLA Regulation 
5400.21; 32 CFR part 323; or may be 
obtained from the system manager.” 
***** 

RECORD SOURCE CATEGORIES: 

Delete entry and replace with 
“Individuals applying for identification 
badges, cards, passes, computer 
passwords and log-ons; commanders 
and facility officials who have barred 
persons access to their activities or 
databases.” 

***** 

SS00.50 OLA4 
SYSTEM NAME: 

Individual Access Records. 

SYSTEM LOCATION: 

Staff Director, Office of Command 
Security, HQ DLA-I, Cameron Station, 


Alexandria, VA 22304-6100, and the 
DLA Primary Level Field Activities 
(PLFAs). Official mailing addresses are 
published as an appendix to DLA’s 
compilation of systems of records 
notices. 

CATEGORIES Of INDIVIDUALS COVERED BY THE 
SYSTEM: 

DLA civilian and military personnel, 
contractor employees, and individuals 
granted or denied access to DLA 
activities, installations, or databases. 

CATEGORIES Of RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 

Documents relating to the request for 
authorization, issue, receipt, surrender, 
withdrawal, and accountability 
pertaining to identification badges, 
cards and passes, to include application 
forms, photographs, letters of 
debarment, and related papers. 

AUTHORITY FOR MAINTENANCE Of THE SYSTEM: 

Section 21 of the Internal Security Act 
of 1950 (50 U.S.C. 781), et seq.; and E.O. 
10450, Security Requirements for 
Government Employment. 

PURPOSE(S): 

Information is used to control access 
to DLA databases and access to and 
movement on DLA activities and 
facilities. 

ROUHNE USES Of RECORDS MAINTAINED IN THE 
SYSTEM, mCLUOING CATEGORIES Of USERS AND 
THE PURPOSES Of SUCH USES: 

Information is maintained and used 
by General Services Administration 
Protective Service personnel to 
adequately control access to, and 
movement on DLA activities and 
facilities. The ’Blanket Routine Uses’ set 
forth at the beginning of DLA’s 
compilation of systems of records 
notices apply to this system. 

POLICIES AND PRACTICES FOR STORING, 
RETRIEVING, ACCESSING, RETAINING, AND 
DISPOSING Of RECORDS: 

STORAGE: 

Paper records in file folders, 
application cards, index cards, 
computer magnetic tapes or discs, and 
computer paper printouts. 

retrievabiuty: 

Retrieved alphabetically by name or 
Social Security Number. 

SAFEGUARDS: 

Records are maintained in areas 
accessible only to authorized DLA 
personnel. 

RETENTION AND DISPOSAL: 

Records are destroyed 1 year after 
termination or transfer of person granted 
access, except that individual badges, 
photographs or passes will be destroyed 
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upon revocation, cancellation, or 
expiration. Records relating to persons 
barred from a facility will be destroyed 
5 years after the person is notified he/ 
she is barred from an activity or 
installation. 

SYSTEM MANAGER(S) AND AE>ORESS: 

Staff Director, Office of Command 
Security, HQ DLA-I, Cameron Station, 
Alexandria, VA 22304-6100, and the 
heads of the DLA Primary Level Field 
Activities (PLFA's). Official mailing 
addresses are published as an appendix 
to DLA's compilation of systems of 
records notices. 

NOTIFICAnON PROCEDURE: 

Individuals seeking to determine 
whether this system of records contains 
information about themselves should 
address written inquiries to or visit the 
system manager of the particular DLA 
activity involved. Official mailing 
addresses are published as an appendix 
to DLA’s compilation of systems of 
records notices. 

RECORD ACCESS PROCEDURES: 

Individuals seeking access to records 
about themselves contained in this 
system of records should address 
written inquiries to or visit the system 
manager of the particular DLA activity 
involved. Official mailing addresses are 
published as an appendix to DLA's 
compilation of systems of records 
notices. 

CONTESTING RECORD PROCEDURES: 

The DLA rules for contesting contents 
and appealing initial agency 
determinations are contained in DLA 
Regulation 5400.21; 32 CFR part 323; or 
may be obtained from the system 
manager. 

RECORD SOURCE CATEGORtES: 

Individuals applying for identification 
badges, cards, passes, computer 
passwords and log-ons; commanders 
and facility officials who have barred 
persons access to their activities or 
databases. 

EXEMPTIONS CLAIMED FOR THE SYSTEM: 

None. 

S322.15 DLA-M/DMLPO 
SYSTEM name: 

Information Military Personnel 
Records, (50 FR 22918, May 29,1985). 

CHANGES; 

***** 

SYSTEM iOENUFIER: 

Delete entry and replace with 
‘•S200.10 DLA-M.” 

***** 


SYSTEM LOCATION: 

Delete entry and replace with **Staff 
Director, Office of Military Personnel, 
HQ DLA-M, Cameron Station, 
Alexandria. VA 22304-6100, and DLA 
Primary Level Field Activities (PLFAs). 
Official mailing addresses are published 
as an appendix to DLA’s compilation of 
systems of records notices.” 
***** 

AUTHORrrY FOR MAINTENANCE Of THE SYSTEM: 

Delete entry and replace with ”10 
U.S.C. Part II, Personnel; 5 U.S.C. 
302(b)(1), Delegation of authority; and 
E.O. 9397, Social Security Number.” 
***** 

ROUHNE USES Of RECORDS MAINTAINED IN THE 
SYSTEM, INCLUOINQ CATEGORIES Of USERS AND 
THE PURPOSES OF SUCH USES: 

Delete entry and replace with ’The 
‘Blanket Routine Uses’ set forth at the 
beginning of DLA’s compilation of 
systems of records notices apply to this 
system.” 


STORAGE: 

Delete entry and replace with 
“Records are stored in paper and 
computerized form.” 

***** 

SAFEGUARDS: 

Delete entry and replace with 
“Records are maintained in areas 
accessible only to DLA personnel who 
must access the records to perform their 
duties. The computerized files are 
password protected with access 
restricted to authorized users.” 
***** 

SYSTEM MANAGER(S) AND ADDRESS: 

Delete entry and replace with “Staff 
Director, Office of Military Personnel, 
HQ DLA-M. Cameron Station. 
Alexandria, VA 22304-6100, and the 
heads of the DLA Primary Level Field 
Activities (PLFAs). Official mailing 
addresses are published as an appendix 
to DLA’s compilation of systems of 
records notices.” 

***** 

NOTIFICATION PROCEDURE: 

Delete entry and replace with 
“Individuals seeking to determine 
whether this system of records contains 
information about themselves should 
address written inquiries to or visit the 
system manager of the particular DLA 
activity involved. Official mailing 
addresses are published as an appendix 
to DLA's compilation of systems of 
records notices.’* 

***** 


RECORD ACCESS PROCEDURES; 

Delete entry and replace with 
“Individuals seeking access to records 
about themselves contained in this 
system of records should address 
written inquiries to or visit the system 
manager of the particular DLA activity 
involved. Official mailing addresses are 
contained in the Address Directory 
published as an appendix to DLA’s 
compilation of systems of records 
notices.” 

***** 

CONTESTING RECORD PROCEDURES: 

Delete entry and replace with “The 
DLA rules for contesting contents and 
appealing initial agency determinations 
are contained in DLA Regulation 
5400.21; 32 CFR part 323; or may be 
obtained from the system manager.” 
***** 

S200.10 DLA-M 
SYSTEM NAME: 

Information Military Personnel 
Records. 

SYSTEM location; 

Staff Director, Office of Military 
Personnel. HQ DLA-M, Cameron 
Station, Alexandria. VA 22304-6100, 
and DLA Primary Level Field Activities 
(PLFAs). Official mailing addresses are 
published as an appendix to DLA’s 
compilation of systems of records 
notices. 

categories of INDIVIDUALS COVERED BY THE 
SYSTEM: 

Active duty and reserve personnel 
assigned to DLA. 

CATEGORIES OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 

Evaluation reports, general and 
special orders, leave slips, qualification 
records, applications for ID Cards, 
security clearance, and miscellaneous 
correspondence. 

AUTHORITY FOR MAINTENANCE OF THE SYSTEM: 

10 U.S.C. Part II, Personnel; 5 U.S.C. 
302(b)(1), Delegation of authority; and 
E.O. 9397, Social Security Number. 

PURP()SE(S): 

To accumulate documents relating to 
the military member while assigned to 
DLA. The records are used by the Staff 
Director and his staff and Heads of 
PLFAs and their staff for notification of 
assignments, career briefs, assignment 
orders, promotion data, personal data, 
awards and decorations, training data, 
recommendations for disciplinary 
action, review procedures instituted to 
control incidents, and advising the 
Director of incidents. 
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routine uses of records maimtained in the 

SYSTEM, INCLUDINO CATEGORIES OF USERS AND 

the purposes of such uses: 

The ‘Blanket Routine Uses’ set forth at 
the beginning of DLA’s compilation of 
systems of records notices apply to this 
system. 

POLJCIES AND PRACTICES FOR STORING, 

retrieving, accessing, retaining, and 
disposing of RECORDS: 

storage: 

Records are stored in paper and 
computerized form. 

RETRIEVABILfTY: 

Retrieved alphabetically by last name. 

SAFEGUARDS: 

Records are maintained in areas 
accessible only to DLA personnel who 
must access the records to perform their 
duties. The computerized files are 
password protected with access 
restricted to authorized users. 

RETENTION AND DISPOSAL: 

Retained during individual’s 
assignment to DLA and destroyed 
within 1 year of departure. 

SYSTEM MANAGER(S) AND ADDRESS: 

Staff Director, Office of Military 
Personnel, HQ DLA-M, Cameron 
Station, Alexandria, VA 22304-6100, 
and DLA Primary Level Field Activities 
(PLFAs). Official mailing addresses are 
published as an appendix to DLA’s 
compilation of systems of records 
notices. 

NOTlFICATiON PROCEDURE: 

Individuals seeking to determine 
whether this system of records contains 
information about themselves should 
address written inquiries to or visit the 
system manager of the particular 
activity involved. Official mailing 
addresses are published as an appendix 
to DLA’s compilation of systems of 
records notices. 

RECORD ACCESS PROCEDURES: 

Individuals seeking access to records 
about themselves contained in this 
system of records should address 
written inquiries to or visit the system 
manager of the particular DLA activity 
involved. Official mailing addresses are 
published as an appendix to DLA’s 
compilation of systems of records 
notices. 

CONTESTING RECORD PROCEDURES: 

The DLA rules for contesting contents 
and appealing initial agency 
determinations are contained in DLA 
Regulation 5400.21; 32 CFR part 323; or 
may be obtained from the system 
manager. 


RECORD SOURCE CATEGORIES: 

Special orders, service records, in/out 
processing documents, and computer 
listings. 

EX£MP7K)NS CLAIMED FOR THE SYSTEM: 

None. 

S322.45 DLA-M/DMLPO 
SYSTEM NAME: 

Active Duty Military Personnel Data 
Bank System. (50 FR 22919, May 29. 
1985). 

CHANGES: 

• • * • * 

SYSTEM IDENTIFIER: 

Delete entry and replace with 
“S200.20 DLA-M.” 

***** 

SYSTEM LOCATION: 

Delete entry and replace with “Staff 
Director, Office of Military Personnel, 
DLA-M, Cameron Station, Alexandria, 
VA 22304-6100. and the DLA Primary 
Level Field Activities (PLFA’s). Official 
mailing addresses are published as an 
appendix to DLA’s compilation of 
systems of records notices.’’ 
***** 

CATEGORIES OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 

Delete entry and replace with “The 
system contains name, grade, Social 
Security Number, organization, position 
data, branch of service and specialty, 
dates of rank, civilian and professional 
education, position requirements, dates 
of assignment and rotation, and 
retirement and separation data. The 
system also contains the rater’s name, 
grade, service, social security number, 
and rotation date.’’ 


AUTHORITY FOR MAINTENANCE OF THE SYSTEM: 

Delete entry and replace with “10 
U.S.C. Part II, Personnel; 5 U.S.C. 
302(b)(1), Delegation of authority; and 
E.O. 9397, Social Security Number.’’ 
***** 

PURPOSE(S}: 

Delete entry and replace with “To 
ensure effective personnel management 
within DLA and to assist individual 
military personnel in their career 
management,*’ ^ 

* • * * * 

ROUTINE USES OF RECORDS MAINTAINED IN THE 
SYSTEM, INCLUDINQ CATEGORIES OF USERS AND 
THE PURPOSES OF SUCH USES; 

Delete entry and replace with “The 
’Blanket Routine Uses’ set forth at the 
beginning of DLA’s compilation of 


systems of records notices apply to this 
system.” 

***** 

STORAGE: 

Delete entry and replace with 
“Records are stored in paper and 
computerized form.’’ 

***** 

RETENTION AND DISPOSAL: 

Delete entry and replace with 
“Records are destroyed upon 
reassignment of individual or upon 
supersession, as appropriate.’’ 
***** 

SYSTEM MANAGER(S) AND ADDRESS: 

Delete entry and replace with “Staff 
Director, Office of Military Personnel, 
DLA-M, Cameron Station, Alexandria, 
VA 22304-6100, and the heads of the 
DLA Primary Level Field Activities 
(PLFA’s), Official mailing addresses are 
published as an appendix to DLA’s 
compilation of systems of records 
notices,’’ 

***** 

NOTIFICATION PROCEDURE: 

Delete entry and replace with 
“Individuals seeking to determine 
whether this system of records contains 
information about themselves should 
address written inquiries to or visit the 
system manager of the particular DLA 
activity involved. Official mailing 
addresses are published as an appendix 
to DLA’s compilation of systems of 
records notices.’’ 

***** 

RECORD ACCESS PROCEDURES: 

Delete entry and replace with 
“Individuals seeking access to records 
about themselves contained in this 
system of records should address 
written inquiries to or visit the system 
manager of the particular DLA activity 
involved. Official mailing addresses are 
published as an appendix to DLA’s 
compilation of systems of records 
notices.’’ 

***** 

CONTESTING RECORD PROCEDURES: 

Delete entry and replace with “The 
DLA rules for contesting contents and 
appealing initial agency determinations 
are contained in DLA Regulation 
5400.21; 32 CFR part 323; or may be 
obtained from the system manager.’’ 
***** 

S200.20 DLA-M 
SYSTEM name: 

Active Duty Military Personnel Data 
Bank System. 
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SYSTEM location: 

Staff Director, Office of Military 
Personnel, DLA-M, Cameron Station, 
Alexandria, VA 22304-6100, and the 
DLA Primary Level Field Activities 
(PLFA’s). Official mailing addresses are 
published as an appendix to DLA*8 
compilation of systems of records 
notices. 

CATEGORIES OF INOfVIOUALS COVERED BY THE 

system: 

All military personnel currently 
assigned to the Defense Logistics 
Agency and history records of those 
individuals previously assigned. 

CATEGORIES Of RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 

The system contains name, grade. 
Social Security Number, organization, 
position data, branch of service and 
specialty, dates of rank, civilian and 
professional education, position 
requirements, dates of assignment and 
rotation, and retirement and separation 
data. The system also contains the 
rater’s name, grade, service, social 
security num^r, and rotation date. 

AUTHORITY FOR MAINTENANCE OF THE SYSTEM: 

10 U.S.C. Part II, Personnel; 5 U.S.C. 
302(b)(1), Delegation of authority; and 
E.O. 9397, Social Security Number, 

PURPOSE(S): 

To ensure effective personnel 
management within DLA and to assist 
individual military personnel in their 
career management. 

ROUTINE USES OF RECORDS MAINTAINED IN THE 
SYSTEM, INCLUDING CATEGORIES OF USERS AND 
THE PURPOSES OF SUCH USES: 

The 'Blanket Routine Uses* set forth at 
the beginning of DLA*s compilation of 
systems of records notices apply to this 
system. 

POLICIES AND PRACTICES FOR STORING, 
RETRIEVING, ACCESSING, RETAINING, AND 
DISPOSING OF RECORDS: 

STORAGE: 

Records are stored in paper and 
computerized form. 

retrievabiuty: 

Retrieved alphabetically by last name. 
SAFEGUARDS: 

Maintained in areas accessible only to 
authorized personnel. 

RETENTION AND DISPOSAL: 

Records are destroyed upon 
reassignment of individual or upon 
supersession, as appropriate. 

SYSTEM MANAOER(S) AND ADDRESS: 

Staff Director, Office of Military 
Personnel, DLA-M, Cameron Station, 
Alexandria, VA 22304-6100, and the 


heads of the DLA Primary Level Field 
Activities (PLFA's). Official mailing 
addresses are published as an appendix 
to DLA*8 compilation of systems of 
records notices. 

NOTIFICATION PROCEDURE: 

Individuals seeking to determine 
whether this system of records contains 
information about themselves should 
address written inquiries to or visit the 
system manager of the particular DLA 
activity involved. Official mailing 
addresses are published as an appendix 
to DLA’s compilation of systems of 
records notices. 

RECORD ACCESS PROCEDURES: 

Individuals seeking access to records 
about themselves contained in this 
system of records should address 
written inquiries to or visit the system 
manager of the particular DLA activity 
involved. Official mailing addresses are 
published as an appendix to DLA’s 
compilation of systems of records 
notices. 

CONTESTING RECORD PROCEDURES: 

The DLA rules for contesting contents 
and appealing initial agency 
determinations are contained in DLA 
Regulation 5400.21; 32 CFR part 323; or 
may be obtained from the system 
manager. 

RECORD SOURCE CATEGORIES: 

Military personnel records and 
Position Distribution Reports. 

EXEMPTIONS CLAIMED FOR THE SYSTEM: 

None. 

S322.70 DLA-KR 
SYSTEM name: 

Reserve Affairs, (50 FR 22922, May 
29.1985). 

CHANGES: 

***** 

SYSTEM lOENnFIER: 

Delete entry and replace with 
"S200.30 DLA-M.” 

***** 

SYSTEM LOCATION: 

Delete entry and replace with "Staff 
Director, Office of Military Personnel, 
HQ DLA-M, Cameron Station, 
Alexandria, VA 22304-6100, and the 
heads of the DLA Primary Level Field 
Activities (PLFA*s). Official mailing 
addresses are published as an appendix 
to DLA*8 compilation of systems of 
records notices.** 

***** 

AUTHORirY FOR MAINTENANCE OF THE SYSTEM: 

Delete entry and replace with "10 
U.S.C. Part n. Personnel; 5 U.S.C. 


302(b)(1), Delegation of authority; E,0. 
9397, Sodal Swurity Number; and DoD 
Directive 5105.22, Defense Logistics 
Agency.** 

***** 

ROUTINE USES OF RECORDS MAINTAINED IN THE 
SYSTEM, INCLUOiNG CATEGORIES OF USERS AND 
THE PURPOSES OF SUCH USES: 

Delete entry and replace with "The 
'Blanket Routine Uses* set forth at the 
beginning of DLA*s compilation of 
systems of records notices apply to this 
system.** 


STORAGE: 

Delete entry and replace with 
"Records are stored in paper and 
computerized form.** 

RETENTION AND DISPOSAL: 

Delete entry and replace with 
"Records are destroyed 2 years after 
separation or release from mobilization 
designation, or after supersession or 
obsolescence, or after 5 years, as 
appropriate.** 

***** 

SYSTEM MANAGER(S) AND ADDRESS: 

Delete entry and replace with "Staff 
Director, Office of Military Personnel, 
DLA-M, Cameron Station, Alexandria, 
VA 22304-6100, and the heads of the 
DLA Primary Level Field Activities 
(PLFA*s). Official mailing addresses are 
published as an appendix to DLA*s 
compilation of systems of records 
notices.** 

* * * * . * 

NOTIFICATION PROCEDURE: 

Delete entry and replace with 
"Individuals seeking to determine 
whether this system of records contains 
information about themselves should 
address written inquiries to or visit the 
system manager of the particular DLA 
activity involved. Official mailing 
addresses are published as an appendix 
to DLA*8 compilation of systems of 
records notices.** 
***** 

RECORD ACCESS PROCEDURES: 

Delete entry and replace with 
"Individuals seeking access to records 
about themselves contained in this 
system of records should address 
written inquiries to or visit the system 
manager of the particular DLA activity 
involved. Official mailing addresses are 
published as an appendix to DLA s 
compilation of systems of records 
notices.** 

* * * * * 
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COKTESTINO RECORD PROCEDURES: 

Delete entry and replace with “The 
I DLA rules for contesting contents and 
i appealing initial agency determinations 
are contained in DLA Regulation 
5400 . 21 ; 32 CFR part 323; or may be 
obtained from the system manager.** 

S200.30 DLA-M 

I SYSTEM NAME: 

Reserve Affairs. 

SYSTEM LOCATION: 

Staff Director. Office of Military 
Personnel. HQ DLA-M. Cameron 
Station, Alexandria. VA 22304-^100. 
and the heads of the DLA Primary Level 
Field Activities (PLFA*s). Official 
mailing addresses are published as an 
appendix to DLA*s compilation of 
systems of records notices. 

CATEGORIES OF INDIVIDUALS COVERED BY THE 

system: 

All Ready Reserve. Army, Air Force, 
Navy and Marine personnel assigned to 
DLA Individual Mobilization 
Augmentee (IMA) positions. 

CATEGORIES OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM; 

Computer records and printouts 
containing such items as, name, grade. 
Social Security Number, service, career 
specialty, position title, date of birth, 
commission date, promotion date, 
release date, security clearance, 
education, home address and civilian 
occupation of the individuals involved. 

AUTHORITY FOR MAINTENANCE OF THE SYSTEM: 

10 U.S.G. Part II, Personnel; 5 U.S.C. 
302(b)(1), Delegation of authority; E.O. 
9397, Social Security Number; and DoD 
Directive 5105.22, Defense Logistics 
Agency. 

PURFOS£(S): 

The purpose of the system is to have 
information readily available in the day- 
to-day operation of the Reserve 
Mobilization program. It is used by the 
Staff Director, his Deputy and the 
Reserve personnel specialist. Data is 
used in preparation of personnel actions 
such as reassignments, classification 
actions, promotions, scheduling, and 
verification of active duty and inactive 
duly training. 

fiOUTlNE USES Of RECORDS MAINTAINED IN THE 
SYSTEM, INCLUDING CATEGORIES OF USERS AND 
T’HE purposes of such USES: 

‘blanket Routine Uses* set forth at 
he beginning of DLi\*s compilation of 
systems of records notices apply to this 
system. 


POLICIES AND PRACTICES FOR STORING, 
RETRIEVING, ACCESSING, RETAINING, AND 
DISPOSINQ OF RECORDS: 

STORAGE: 

Records are stored in paper and 
computerized form. 

RETRiEVABlLJTY; 

Retrieved alphabetically by last name. 
SAFEGUARDS: 

Maintained in area accessible only to 
authorized personnel. 

RETENTION AND DISPOSAL: 

Records are destroyed 2 years after 
separation or release from mobilization 
designation, or after supersession or 
obsolescence, or after 5 years, as 
appropriate. 

SYSTEM MANAGER(S) AND ADDRESS: 

Staff Director, Office of Military 
Personnel. HQ DLA-M, Cameron 
Station. Alexandria, VA 22304-6100 
and the heads of the DLA Primary Level 
Field Activities (PLFA*s). Official 
mailing addresses are published as an 
appendix to DLA*s compilation of 
systems of records notices. 

notificahon procedure: 

Individuals seeking to determine 
whether this system of records contains 
information about themselves should 
address written inquiries to or visit the 
system manager of the particular DLA 
activity involved. Official mailing 
addresses are published as an Appendix 
to DLA’s compilation of systems of 
records notices. 

record access PROCEDURES: 

Individuals seeking access to records 
about themselves contained in this 
system of records should address 
wTitten inquiries to or visit the system 
manager of the particuleu DLA activity 
involved. Official mailing addresses are 
published as an appendix to DLA*s 
compilation of systems of records 
notices. 

CONTESTING RECORD PROCEDURES: 

The DLA rules for contesting contents 
and appealing initial agency 
determinations are contained in DLA 
Regulation 5400.21; 32 CFR part 323; or 
may be obtained from the system 
manager. 

RECORD SOURCE CATEGORIES: 

Data processing output from the 
Military Services. 

EXEMPTIONS claimed FOR THE SYSTEM: 

None, 


8491.10 DLA-K 
SYSTEM NAME: 

Nonappropriated Fund (NAF) 
Membership Records, (50 FR 22938. 
May 29.1985). 

CHANGES: 

***** 

SYSTEM IDENTIFIER: 

Change to •'S200.40 DLA-M." 

***** 

SYSTEM NAME: 

Change to ‘^Morale, Welfare, and 
Recreation (MWR) Records.*’ 

****'* 

SYSTEM LOCATION: 

Delete entry and replace with “MWR 
activities at DLA Primary Level Field 
Activities (PLFA*s). Official mailing 
addresses are published as an appendix 
to DLA*s compilation of systems of 
records notices.** 


CATEGORIES OF INDIVIDUALS COVERED BY THE 
SYSTEM: 

Delete entry and replace with 
“Individuals participating in MWR 
activities.** 

***** 

CATEGORIES OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 

Delete entry and replace with 
“Activity membership and registration 
records, daily status report on 
Unaccompanied Personnel Housing, 
liability agreements between activities 
and participants, and check cashing and 
debt collection records. Records contain 
name, rank. Social Security Number, 
names of family members, emergency 
medical data, birth date, home address 
and telephone number, and office 
telephone number.** 


AUTHORITY FOR MAINTENANCE OF THE SYSTEM: 

Delete entry and replace with “5 
U.S.C. 301, Departmental regulations; 5 
U.S.C. 302, Delegation of authority; 10 
U.S.C. 136, Assistant Secretaries of 
Defense; and E.O. 9397, Social Security 
Number.” 


PURPCS£(S): 

Delete entry and replace with “Used 
to determine membership and 
participation eligibility, to register 
applicants for classes and events, to 
notify members of activities, to bill and 
receipt for dues and charges, and for 
similar membership-related purposes. 
Records may also be used for debt 
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collection and to terminate membership 
for nonpayment of dues.** 

* * • * * 

ROUrtf^E USES OF RECORDS IfAINTAMEO IN THE 
SYSTEM, INCLUDiNQ CATEGORIES OF USERS AND 
tHE PURPOSES OF SUCH USES: 

Delete and replace with “The ‘Blanket 
Routine Uses* set forth at the beginning 
of DLA*s compilation of systems of 
records notices apply to this system.*’ 

« * * * * 

STORAGE: 

Delete and replace with ‘‘Records are 
stored in paper and computerized 
form.** 


SAFEGUARDS: 

Delete and replace with “Records are 
maintained in areas accessible only to 
DLA personnel who must access the 
records to perform their official duties. 
The computer files are password 
protected with access restricted to 
authorized users.** 

* * * - * * 

SYSTEM MANAGER(S) AND ADDRESS: 

Delete entry and replace with “The 
manager of the MWR activity at the 
particular DLA activity involved. 
Official mailing addresses are published 
as an appendix to DLA’s compilation of 
systems of records notices.** 
***** 

NOTIFICATION PROCEDURE: 

Delete entry and replace with 
“Individuals seeking to determine 
whether this system of records contains 
information about themselves should 
address written inquiries to or visit the 
system manager of the particular DLA 
activity involved. Official mailing 
addresses are pubHshed as an appendix 
to DLA's compilation of systems of 
records notices.** 

***** 

RECORD ACCESS PROCEDURES: 

Delete entry and replace with 
“Individuals seeking access to records 
about themselves contained in this 
system of records should address 
written inquiries to or visit the system 
manager of the particular DLA activity 
involved. Official mailing addresses are 
published as an appendix to DLA’s 
compilation of systems of records 
notices.** 

***** 

COrfTESTING RECORD PROCEDURES: 

Delete entry and replace with “The 
DLA rules for contesting contents and 
appealing initial agency determinations 
are contained in DLA Regulation 


5400.21; 32 CFR part 323; or may be 
obtained from the system manager.** 


RECORD SOURCE CATEGORIES: 

Delete entry and replace with 
“Information is obtained from the 
individual, assignment orders, 
identifrcation cards, and financial 
records.** 

S200.40 DLA44 

SYSTEM NAME: 

Morale, Welfare, and Recreation 
(MWR) Records. 

SYSTEM LOCATION: 

MWR activities at DLA Primary Level 
Field Activities (PLFA’s). Official 
mailing addresses are published as an 
appendix to DLA’s compilation of 
systems of records notices. 

CATEGORIES OF INDIVIDUALS COVERED BY THE 
SYSTEM: 

Individuals participating in MWR 
activities. 

CATEGORIES OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 

Activity membership and registration 
records, daily status report on 
Unaccompanied Personnel Housing, 
liability agreements between activities 
and participants, and check cashing and 
debt collection records. Records contain 
name, rank, social security number, 
names of family members, emergency 
medical data, birth date, home address 
and telephone number, and office 
telephone number. 

AUTHORnrY FOR MAINTENANCE OF THE SYSTEM: 

5 U.S.C. 301, Departmental 
regulations; 5 U.S.C. 302, Delegation of 
authority; 10 U.S.C. 136, Assistant 
Secretaries of Defense; and E.O. 9397, 
Social Security Number. 

PURPOSE(S): 

Used to determine membership and 
participation eligibility, to register 
applicants for classes and events, to 
notify members of activities, to bill and 
receipt for dues and charges, and for 
similar membership-related purposes. 
Records may also be used for debt 
collection and to terminate membership 
for nonpayment of dues. 

ROUTINE USES OF RECORDS MAINTAINEO IN THE 
SYSTEM, INCLUDINQ CATEGORIES OF USERS AND 
THE PURPOSES OF SUCK USES: 

The ‘Blanket Routine Uses* set forth at 
the beginning of DLA’s compilation of 
systems of records notices apply to this 
system. 


POLICIES AND PRACTICES FOR STORING, 
RETRIEVING, ACCESSING, RETAINING, AND 
DISPOSING OF RECORDS: 

storage: 

Records are stored in paper and 
computerized form. 

RETRIEVABIUTY: 

Filed alphabetically by last name. 
SAFEGUARDS: 

Records are maintained in areas 
accessible only to DLA personnel who 
must access the records to perform their 
official duties. The computer files are 
password protected with access 
restricted to authorized users. 

RETENTION AND DISPOSAL: 

Destroy one year after member 
departs, after auditing or after purpose 
has been served. 

SYSTEM MANAG£R(S) AND ADDRESS: 

The manager of the MWR activity at 
the particular DLA activity involved. 
Official mailing addresses are published 
as an appendix to DLA’s compilation of 
systems of records notices. 

NOTIFICATION PROCEDURE: 

Individuals seeking to determine 
whether this system of records contains 
information about themselves should 
address written inquiries to or visit the 
system manager of the particular DLA 
activity involved. Official mailing 
addresses are published as an appendix 
to DLA's compilation of systems of 
records notices. 

RECORD ACCESS PROCEDURES: 

Individuals seeking access to records 
about themselves contained in this 
system of records should address 
written inquiries to or visit the system 
manager of the particular DLA activity 
involved. Official mailing addresses are 
published as an appendix to DLA's 
compilation of systems of records 
notices. 

CONTESTING RECORD PROCEDURES: 

The DLA rules for contesting contents 
and appealing initial agency 
determinations are contained in DLA 
Regulation 5400.21; 32 CFR part 323; or 
may be obtained from the system 
manager. 

RECORD SOURCE CATEGORIES: 

Information is obtained from the 
individual, assignment orders, 
identification cards, and financial 
records. 

EXEMPTIONS CLAIMED FOR THE SYSTEM: 

None. 

(FR Doc. 92-30286 Filed 12-11-92; 8.45 am) 

BILLING CODE 38t<M)1-F 
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Department of the Air Force 

USAF Scientific Advisory Board 
Meeting 

The USAF Scientific Advisory 
Board’s Committee on IR 
Countermeasures and Self Defense 
Against IR Missiles will meet on 4-5 
February 1993. at Eglin AFB, Florida 
from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. 

The purpose of this meeting is to 
receive briefings and gather information 
relating to the study. 

The meeting will be closed to the 
public in accordance with section 
552b(c) of title 5, United States Code, 
specifically subparagraphs (1) and (4) 
thereof. 

For further information, contact the 
Scientific Advisory Board Secretariat at 
(703) 697-4811. 

Patsy I. Conner, 

Air Force Federal Hegister Liaison Officer. 
(FRDoc. 92-30245 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am] 
BILUNG CODE SBIO-OI-M 


USAF Scientific Advisory Board 
Meeting 

The USAF Scientific Advisory 
Board’s Committee on IR 
Countermeasures and Self Defense 
Against IR Missiles will meet on 7-S 
January 1993, at Wright Laboratories, 
Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio from 8 a.m. 
to 5 p.m. 

The purpose of this meeting is to 
receive briefings and gather information 
relating to the study. 

The meeting will be closed to the 
public in accordance with section 
552b(c) of Title 5, United States Code, 
specifically subparagraphs (1) and (4) 
thereof. 

For further information, contact the 
Scientific Advisory Board Secretariat at 
(703) 697-4811. 

Palsy J. Conner, 

Force Federal Register Liaison Officer. 

IFR Doc. 92-30249 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am) 
BILUNO code 9B10-01-M 


USAF Scientific Advisory Board: 
Meeting 


A m Scientific Advisory Board 

hAB) Ad Hoc Committee on GPS 
bitegrity and Denial will meet from 8 
a.m. to 5 p.m. on 6-7 January 1993 at 
m^ncoln Laboratory, Massachusetts. 

The purpose of this meeting is to 
receive information briefings on GPS 
f'-apabilities. threats, potential 
'^Inerabilities and program impacts. 

1 he meetmg will be closed to the public 
accordance with section 552b(c) of 


title 5. United States Code, specifically 
subparagraphs (1) and (4). 

For further information, contact the 
SAB Secretariat at (703) 697-8404. 

Patsy J. Conner, 

Air Force Federal Register Liaison Officer. 

[FR Doc. 92-30246 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am) 
BILUNO CODE 3t1O-01*4i 


Department of the Air force 

USAF Scientific Advisory Board; 
Meeting 

The USAF Scientific Advisory 
Board *s Committee on IR 
Countermeasures and Self Defense 
Against IR Missiles will meet on 14-15 
January 1993, at Phillips Laboratories, 
Kirtland AFB, Albuquerque, NM, from 8 
a.m. to 5 p.m. 

The purpose of this meeting is to 
receive briefings and gather information 
relating to the study. 

The meeting will be closed to the 
public in accordance with section 
552b(c) of title 5, United States Code, 
specifically subparagraphs (1) and (4) 
thereof. 

For further information, contact the 
Scientific Advisory Board Secretariat at 
(703) 697-4811. 

Patsy J. Conner, 

Air Force Federal Register Liaison Officer. 

[FR Doc. 92-30247 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am) 
BILUNO code M10-01-M 


Department of the Army 

Withdrawal of a Notice of Intent To 
Prepare a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement; Rio Grande de Manatl at 
Baraceloneta, PR 

AGENCY: Army Crops of Engineers, DOD. 
ACTION: Notice of intent. 

SUMMARY: A Notice of Intent to prepare 
a DEIS for a flood protection study of 
the Rio Grande de Manati at 
Barceloneta, Municipality of 
Barceloneta. Fhierto Rico, is withdrawn 
because the flood protection works have 
been planned so that they will have no 
significant effect on the human 
environment. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Questions about the proposed action 
can be answered by: Dr. Gerald Atmar, 
U.S. Engineer District, P.O. Box 4970, 
Jacksonville. Florida 32232-0019; 
telephone (904) 323-2615. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: A Notice 
of Intent to prepare a DEIS on the 
feasibility of providing flood control 
along the Rio Grande de Manati in the 
vicinity Barcelcmeta. Municipality of 


Barceloneta. Puerto Rico, was published 
in the FR 11731. 20 March 1991. At that 
time anticipated significant issues 
included impacts on wetlands, water 
quality, agricultural lands, wildlife, 
fisheries, surface and ground water 
resources, recreation and Federally 
listed threatened species and 
endangered species. Subsequent 
coordination with all affect agencies and 
planning that was responsive to the 
listed concerns permitted formulation of 
a plan that avoids impacts on significant 
cultural resources present in the study 
area and provides for salvage of any 
such resources as yet unevaluated. The 
plan produces not net loss of wetlands 
and other important fish and wildlife 
habitat and does not adversely impact 
water quality or other resources 
originally thought to be at issue. The 
Corps, Preliminary Environmental 
Assessment indicates that the planned 
action will produce no significant 
impact to the human environment, and 
that an Environmental Impact Statement 
is not required. All affected state and 
Federal agencies and interested private 
groups have been involved in ongoing 
scoping, and documentation has been 
received from the State Historic 
Preservation Office, the Puerto Rico 
Department of Natural Resources, the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service under the 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act €uid 
the Endangered Species Act, and the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture. 

A draft feasibility report and 
environmental assessment are 
scheduled to be made available for 
public and agency review in December 
1992. 

Kenneth L. Denton, 

Army Federal Register Liaison Officer. 

[FR Doc. 92-30248 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am] 
BILUNO CODE 3710-AMI 


DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Energy Information Administration 

Agency Information Collections Under 
Review by the Office of Management 
and Budget 

AGENCY: Energy Information 
Administration. Energy. 

ACTION: Notice of request submitted for 
review by the Office of Management and 
Budget. 

SUMMARY: The Energy Information 
Administration (EIA) has submitted the 
energy information collection(s) listed at 
the end of this notice to the Office of 
Management and Budget (0MB) for 
review under provisions of the 
Paperwork Reduction Act (Pub. L. No. 
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96-511, 44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq.). The 
listing does not include collections of 
information contained iri new or revised 
regulations which are to be submitted 
under section 3504(h) of the Paperwork 
Reduction Act, nor management and 
procurement assistance requirements 
collected by the Department of Energy 
(DOE). 

Each entry contains the following 
information: (1) The sponsor of the 
collection (the DOE component or 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(FERC)); (2) Collection number(s); (3) 
Current OMB docket number (if 
applicable); (4) Collection title; (5) Type 
of request, e.g., new, revision, extension, 
or reinstatement; (6) Frequency of 
collection; (7) Response obligation, i.e., 
mandatory, voluntary, or required to 
obtain or retain benefit; (8) Affected 
public; (9) An estimate of the number of 
respondents per report period; (10) An 
estimate of the number of responses per 
respondent annually; (11) An estimate 
of the average hours per response; (12) 
The estimated total annual respondent 
burden; and (13) A brief abstract 
describing the proposed collection and 
the respondents. 

DATES: Comments must be filed within 
30 days of publication of this notice. If 
you anticipate that you will be 
submitting comments but find it 
difficult to do so within the time 
allowed by this notice, you should 
advise the OMB DOE Desk Officer listed 
below of your intention to do so as soon 
as possible. The Desk Officer may be 
telephoned at (202) 395-3084. (Also, 
please notify the EIA contact listed 
below.) 

ADDRESSES: Address comments to the 
Department of Energy Desk Officer, 
Office of Information and Regulatory 
Affairs, Office of Management and 
Budget, 726 Jackson Place NW., 
Washington, DC 20503. (Comments 
should also be addressed to the Office 
of Statistical Standards at the address 
below.) 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION AND COPIES OF 
RELEVANT MATERIALS CONTACT: Jay 
Casselberry, Office of Statistical 
Standards, (EI-73), Forrestal Building, 
U.S. Department of Energy, Washington, 
DC 20585. Mr. Casselberry may be 
telephoned at (202) 254-5348. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
energy information collection submitted 
to OMB for review was: 

1. Energy Information Administration. 

2. EIA-254, EIA-851 and EIA-858. 

3. 1905-0160. 

4. Nuclear and Uranium Data Program 

Package. 

5. Revision—^The purpose of this request 

is to obtain OMB approval of 


revisions on Form EIA-858, 
Uranium Industry Annual Survey. 
Changes made to Form EIA-858 for 
1992 include clarifications to the 
instructions for Schedule A. On 
Schedule B, each Custody 
Transaction involving uranium of 
foreign origin as well as each 
Transfer of Title Transaction must 
be reported under Item l.C; natural 
and enriched uranium inventories 
at enrichment suppliers must be 
reported separately imder Item 3; 
and a new data element. Item 7, 
requests the total amoimts of 
unirradiated (new) uranium in fuel 
assemblies loaded into reactors 
during the Survey Year and prior 
year. 

6. Monthly, quarterly, semi-annually, 

and annually. 

7. Mandatory. 

8. State or local governments, 

businesses or other for-profit, and 
small businesses or organizations. 

9.176 respondents. 

10. 2.06 responses. 

11.13.45 hours per response. 

12. 4,868 hours. 

13. Forms EIA-254. 851 and 858 collect 
data on the costs of nuclear power 
plants under construction, domestic 
uranium production, and certain 
aspects of uranium marketing, 
exploration and finance. Data are 
used in determining the viability of 
the domestic uranium industry. 
Respondents are firms in the 
uranium business and electric 
utilities. 

Statutory Authority: Sec. 5(a). 5(b), 13(b), 
and 52, Pub. L. No. 93-275, Federal Energy 
Administration Act of 1974,15 U.S.C. 764(a), 
764(b), 772(b), and 790a. 

Issued in Washington, DC, December 7, 
1992. 

Yvonne M. Bishop, 

Director, Statistical Standards, Energy 
Information Adminstration. 

[FR Doc. 92-30289 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 ami 
»LUNO CODE M50-01-<M 


Agency Information Coiiectlons Under 
Review by the Office of Management 
and Budget 

AGENCY: Energy Information 
Administration, Energy. 

ACTION: Notice of request submitted for 
review by the Office of Management and 
Budget. 

SUMMARY; The Energy Information 
Administration (EIA) has submitted the 
energy information collectionls) listed at 
the end of this notice to the Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) for 
review under provisions of the 


Paperwork Reduction Act (Pub. L. No 
96-511, 44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq ). The 
listing does not include collections of 
information contained in new or revised 
regulations which are to be submitted 
under section 3504(h) of the Paperwork 
Reduction Act. nor management and 
procurement assistance requirements 
collected by the Department of Enenrv 
(DOE). 

Each entry contains the following 
information: (1) The sponsor of the 
collection (the DOE component or 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(FERC)); (2) Collection number(s); (3) 
Current OMB docket number (if 
applicable); (4) Collection title; (5) Type 
of request, e.g., new, revision, extension, 
or reinstatement; (6) Frequency of 
collection; (7) Response obligation, i.e., 
mandatory, voluntary, or required to 
obtain or retain benefit; (8) Affected 
public; (9) An estimate of the number of 
respondents per report period; (10) An 
estimate of the number of responses per 
respondent annually; (11) An estimate 
of the average hours per response; (12) 
The estimated total annual respondent 
burden; and (13) A brief abstract 
describing the proposed collection and 
the respondents. 

DATES: Comments must be filed within 
30 days of publication of this notice. If 
you anticipate that you will be 
submitting comments but find it 
difficult to do so, within the time 
allowed by this notice, you should 
advise the OMB DOE Desk Officer listed 
below of your intention to do so, as soon 
as possible. The Desk Officer may be 
telephoned at (202) 395-3084. (Also, 
please notify the EIA contact listed 
below.) 

ADDRESSES: Address comments to the 
Department of Energy Desk Officer, 
Office of Information and Regulatory 
Affairs, Office of Management and 
Budget, 726 Jackson Place NW., 
Washington, DC 20503. (Comments 
should also be addressed to the Office 
of Statistical Standards at the address 
below.) 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION AND COPIES OF 
RELEVANT MATERIALS CONTACT: Jay 
Casselberry, Office of Statistical 
Standards, (EI-73), Forrestal Building, 
U.S. Department of Energy, Washington, 
DC 20585. Mr. Casselberry may be 
telephoned at (202) 254-5348. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 

energy information collection submitted 
to OMB for review was: 

1. Federal Energy Regulatory 

Commission. 

2. FERC-598. 

3. Not Applicable. 









Federal Register / Vol. 57, No. 240 / Monday, December 14, 1992 / Notices 


59107 


4 . Certification for Entities Seeking 

Exempt Wholesale Generator 
Status. 

5. New. 

6. On occasion. 

7. Mandatory. 

8. Businesses or other for-profit, small 

businesses or organizations. 

9.1 respondent. 

10.1 response per respondent. 

11.1 hour per response. 

12.1 hour. 

13. The Energy Pobcy Act of 1992 
amended section 32 of the Public 
Utility Holding Company Act 
(PUHCA) to create a category of 
power producers known as exempt 
wholesale generators (EWGs). 
Persons seeking to become an EWG 
must file an application with the 
Commission. Persons that are 
granted EWG status will not be 
considered electric utility 
companies under section 2(a)(3) of 
PUHCA, and will be exempt from 
regulation under PUHCA. 

Statutory Authority: Sections 5(a), 5(b), 
13(b), and 52, Pub. L No. 93-275, Federal 
Energy Administration Act of 1974,15 U.S.C. 
764(a). 764(b). 772(b), and 790a. 

Issued in Washington, DC, December 8. 
1992. 

Yvonne M. Bishop, 

Director, Statistical Standards, Energy 
Information Administration, 

|FR Doc. 92-30286 Filed 12-11-92; 8;45am) 
BILUNQ CODE 645<H>1-M 


Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 

[Docket Noe. ER93-83-000, et al ] 

Tampa Electric Company, et al; 

Electric rate, Small Power Production, 
and Interlocking Directorate Fiiinge 

Take notice that the following filings 
have been made with the Commission: 

1. Tampa Electric Company 

(Docket No. ER93-83-000) 

December 3,1992- 

Take notice that on November 25, 
t992, Tampa Electric Company (Tampa 
Electric) tendered for filing a 
clarification and amendment to the 
Letter of Commitment between Tampa 
Electric and the Kissimmee Utility 
Authority (Kissimmee) that was 
tendered for filing on October 30,1992. 

Tampa Electric’s submittal clarifies 
the provisions of the Letter of 
Commitment concerning purchased 
costs and transmission service, and 
emends the provisions concerning 
capacity charges for supplemental 
capacity. 


Tampa Electric propose an effective 
date of January 1.1993, for the letter of 
Commitment, as amended, and therefore 
requests waiver of the Commission’s 
notice requirements. 

Copies of the filing have been served 
on Kissimmee and the Florida Public 
Service Commission. 

Comment date: December 16,1992, in 
accordance with Standard Paragraph E 
at the end of this notice. 

2. Washington Water Power Company 

[Docket No. ER93-221-0001 
December 3,1992. 

Take notice that on November 18, 
1992, Washington Water Power 
Company tendered for filing a Notice of 
Termination of Rate Schedule No. 158, 
Comment date: December 17,1992, in 
accordance with Standard Paragraph E 
at the end of this notice. 

3. Appalachian Power Company 

[Docket No. ER93-20(>-0001 
December 3, 1992. 

Take notice that on November 18, 
1992, Appalachian Power Company 
(APCO) tendered for filing the following 
agreements, pursuant to the CIAC 
Amnesty Order: 

(1) Letter Agreement among APCO, the 
City of Bedford, Virginia and the 
Wheelabrator Corporation, dated November 
14,1985. 

(2) Letter Agreement between APCO and 
the City of Radford, Virginia, dated February 
5,1979. 

(3) Letter Agreement between APCO and 
the City of Salem, Virginia, dated August 12, 
1982. 

(4) Letter Agreement between APCO and 
the City of Danville. Virginia, dated June 22, 
1977. 

Comment date: December 17.1992, in 
accordance with Standard Paragraph E 
at the end of this notice. 

4. Consumers Power Company 

[Docket No. ER93-88-000) 

December 3,1992. 

Take notice that on November 19, 
1992, Consumers Power Company 
(Consumers) tendered for filing an 
amendment in the above-referenced 
docket. 

Comment date: December 16.1992, in 
accordance with Standard Paragraph E 
at the end of this notice. 

5. Southern Company Services, Inc. 

[Docket Nos. ER92-517-003 and ER92-517- 
001 ] 

Errata 

December 4,1992. 

November 27,1992. 

Take notice that the Notice of Filing 
issued on November 27,1992 under 


Docket Nos, ER92-517-000 and ER92- 
517-001 should have been issued under 
Docket Nos. ER92-517-003 and ER92- 
517-001 instead of Docket Nos. ER92- 
517-000 and ER92-517-001. 

6. Ohio Power Company 
[Docket No. ER93-197-000) 

December 4,1992. 

Take notice that on November 17, 

1992, Ohio Power Comnpany (OPCo) 
tendered for filing an Agreement 
between OPCo and the City of Clyde, 
Ohio pursuant to the CIAC Amnesty 
Order issued on October 13,1992 in 
Docket No. ER92-183-002. 

Comment date: December 18,1992, in 
accordance with Standard Paragraph E 
at the end of this notice. 

7. Central Vermont Public Service 
Corporation 

[Docket No. ER93-283-000) 

December 4,1992. 

Take notice that on November 25, 
1992, Central Vermont Public Service 
Corporation (CVPS) tendered for filing 
the Forecast 1993 Cost Report for the 
RS-2 rate schedule under which CVPS 
sells electric power to Connecticut 
Valley Electric Company Inc. 

Comment date: December 18,1992, in 
accordance with Standard Paragraph E 
at the end of this notice. 

8. Union Electric Company 

[Docket No. ER93-243-0001 
December 4,1992. 

Take notice that on November 25. 
1992, Union Electric Company (UE) 
tendered for filing an Amendment dated 
September 25.1992, to the Interchange 
Agreement dated June 28,1978, 
between Associated Electric 
Cooperative. Incorporated and UE. UE 
asserts that the Amendment primarily 
provides for new and revised 
interconnection points and intertie 
points. 

Comment dale: December 18,1992, in 
accordance with Standard Paragraph E 
at the end of this notice. 

9. Central Vermont Public Service 
Corporation 

[Docket No. ER93-240-0001 
December 4.1992. 

Take notice that on November 25, 
1992, Central Vermont Public Service 
Corporation (CVPS) tendered for filing 
the Forecast 1993 Cost Report for FERC 
Electric Tariff, Original Volume No. 4 
under which CVPS provides unreserved 
system power service to the following 
customers: 

Lyndonville Electric Department 
Village of Ludlow Electric Light 
Department 
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Village of Johnson Water and Light 
Department 

Village of Hyde Park Water and Light 
Department 

Comment date: December 18,1992, in 
accordance with Standard Paragraph E 
at the end of this notice. 

10. Florida Power & Light Company 
[Docket No. ER93-241-0001 
December 4,1992. 

Take notice that on November 27, 
1992, Florida Power & Light Company 
(FPL) tendered for filing the Letter 
Agreement Extending the Contract for 
Purchases and Sales of Scheduled 
Power and Energy Between Florida 
Power & Light Company and Tampa 
Electric Company (Letter Agreement). 
FPL requests that the Letter Agreement 
be made effective January 1,1993. 

Comment date: Decernoer 18,1992, in 
accordance with Standard Paragraph E 
at the end of this notice. 

11. Kansas Gas and Electric Company 
[Docket No. ER93-231-000) 

December 4,1992. 

Take notice that on November 23, 
1992, Kansas Gas and Electric Company 
(KG&E) tendered for filing a proposed 
change to its Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission Supplement No. 5 to 
Electric Service ^hedule No. 182. 

KG&E states the purpose of the change 
is to extend the term of the existing 
Short-Term Participation Power Service 
Schedule between KG&E and The City 
of Girard, Kansas. The change is 
proposed to become effective February 
1,1993. 

Copies of the filing were served upon 
the City of Girard and the Kansas 
Corporation Commission. 

Comment date: December 18,1992, in 
accordance with Standard Paragraph E 
at the end of this notice. 

12. Otter Tail Power Company 
[Docket No. ER93-233-0001 
December 4,1992. 

Take notice that on November 23, 
1992, Otter Tail Power Company (Otter 
Tail) tendered for filing a Notice of 
Cancellation of Rate Schedule No. 0153. 

Comment date: December 18,1992, in 
accordance with Standard Paragraph E 
at the end of this notice. 

13. Arizona Public Service Company 
[Docket No. ER93-53-0001 

December 4.1992. 

Take notice that on November 20, 

1992, Arizona Public Service Company 
(APS) tendered for filing in this docket 
a copy of an agreement between APS 
and the City of Williams providing for 
Operation, Maintenance, Construction 
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and Office Functions. APS states that it 
is making the filing in light of earlier 
Commission orders announcing an 
amnesty period for filing of 
jurisdictional agreements involving 
contributions in aid of construction. 

Comment date: December 18,1992, in 
accordance with Standard Paragraph E 
at the end of this notice. 

14. Puget Sound Power & Light 
Company 

[Docket No. ER93-173-000) 

December 4,1992. 

Take notice that on November 17, 
1992, Puget Sound Power & Light 
Company (Puget) tendered for filing, as 
an initial rate schedule, ‘‘Agreement for 
Firm Power Purchase" between Puget 
and Cascade Hydro, Inc. (the 
"Agreement"), containing provisions for 
construction of facilities, power 
purchase by Puget or Parallel operation 
of facilities. A copy of the filing was 
served upon Cascade Hydro, Inc. 

Comment date: December 18,1992, in 
accordance with Standard Paragraph E 
at the end of this notice. 

15. Delmarva Power and Light 
Company 

[Docket No. ER93-229-000) 

December 4,1992. 

Take notice that on November 23, 
1992, Delmarva Power and Light 
Company (DPL) tendered for filing as an 
initial Rate Schedule an Agreement for 
Installed Capacity Credit Transactions 
between Philadelphia Electric Company 
(PE) and DPL dated November 23,1993. 
This contract sets forth the terms under 
which DPL will sell PJM installed 
capacity credits to PE. DPL requests that 
the Commission permit this Agreement 
to become effective on January 22,1993. 

DPL states that a copy of this filing 
has been served by mail upon PE. the 
Pennsylvania Public Utility 
Commission, the Delaware Public 
Service Commission, the Maryland 
Public Service Commission, and the 
Virginia State Corporation Commission. 

Comment date: December 18,1992, in 
accordance with Standard Paragraph E 
at the end of this notice. 

16. Florida Power & Light Company 
[Docket No. ER93-227-000) 

December 4,1992 

Take notice that on November 20, 
1992, Florida Power & Light Company 
tendered for filing a notice of 
cancellation of its service agreement 
with Florida Keys Electric Cooperative 
Association, Inc. and a conforming 
change to Sheet No. 23 to its FERC 
Electric Tariff. 


Comment date: December 18,1992, in 
accordance with Standard Paragraph E 
at the end of this notice. 

17. Southerwesten Public Service 
Company 

(Docket No. ER85-477-0121 
December 4,1992 

Take notice that on November 20, 
1992, Southwestern Public Service 
Company (Southwestern) tendered for 
filing its compliance report in the 
above-referenced docket. 

Comment date: December 22,1992, in 
accordance with Standard Paragraph E 
at the end of this notice. 

18. United Illuminating Company 
(Docket No. ER92-2-0021 
December 4,1992 

Take notice that on November 20, 
1992, United Illuminating Company (UI) 
tendered for filing its compliance report 
in the above-referenced docket. 

Comment date: December 18,1992, in 
accordance with Standard Paragraph E 
at the end of this notice. 

19. Florida Power & Light Company 
(Docket No. ER93-242-0001 
December 4,1992 

Take notice that on November 27, 
1992, Florida Power & Light Company 
(FPL) filed Amendment Number One to 
the Contract for Purchases and Sales of 
Scheduled Power and Energy Between 
Florida Power & Light Company and 
Tampa Electric Company. ITL requests 
an effective date of February 1,1993. 

Comment date: December 18,1992, in 
accordance with Standard Paragraph E 
at the end of this notice. 

20. Electric Energy, Inc 
(Docket No. ER93-236-000) 

December 4.1992 

Take notice that on November 25, 
1992, Electric Energy, Inc. (EEInc.) 
tendered for filing proposed changes in 
its FERC Electric Service Tariff, 
including Modification 15 to the Service 
Agreement between EEInc. and the 
Department of Energy of the United 
States of America (DOE) and a Letter 
Supplement dated October 7,1992 to 
the Power Supply Agreement dated 
September 2,1987 between EEInc., on 
the one hand, and Union Electric 
Company, Illinois Power Company, 
Kentucky Utilities Company and Genual 
Illinois Public Service Company 
(collectively, the ‘‘Sponsoring 
Companies"), on the other. The 
proposed changes modify the method o 
calculating demand charges and base 
excess energy charges under the 
Agreements. For the calendar year 1991. 
the proposed changes would have 
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increased jurisdictional revenues to 
EEInc, by $623,708,70, or 0.44%. 

The proposed changes are 
implemented to remove the variable fuel 
cost factor from the formulae by which 
demand charges and excess Joppa 
energy charges are calculated. In 
addition, the base plant availability 
factor for use in the demand charge 
calculation has been reduced to 92.5%, 
rather than 100%. The proposed 
changes were requested by DOE to 
remove this variable rate element from 
the calculation of the charges in 
question. 

Copies of the filing were served upon 
DOE, the Sponsoring Companies, and 
the Illinois Commerce Commission, 
Copies are also available for inspection 
at EEInc.’s offices in Joppa, Illinois. 

Comment date: December 18,1992, in 
accordance with Standard Paragraph E 
at the end of this notice. 

21. Central Vermont Public Service 
Corporation 

(Docket No. ER93-239-000] 

December 4,1992 

Take notice that on November 25, 

1992, Central Vermont Public Service 
Corporation (CVPS) tendered for filing 
the Forecast 1993 Cost Report for FERC 
Electric Tariff, Original Volume No. 3 
under which CVPS provides 
Transmission and Distribution Service 
to the following customers: 

Vermont Electric Cooperative, Inc. 
Lyndonville Electric Department Village 
of Ludlow Electric Light Department 
Village of Hyde Park Water and Light 
Department Rochester Electric Light and 
Power Company 

Comment date: December 18,1992, in 
accordance with Standard Paragraph E 
at the end of this notice. 


22. Kansas City Power & Light 
Company 


(Docket No. ER93-237-0001 


December 4,1992 

Take notice that on November 25. 

1992, Kansas City Power & Light 
Company (KCP&L) tendered for filing, 
pursuant to 18 CFR 35.12, an open 
access transmission tariff to be effective 
January 1,1993. The tariff provides rates 
and terms for firm and non-firm 
transmission service for all eligible 
utiliUes, as defined in the tariff. KCP&L 
has requested waiver of certain 
Commission requirements, including 
nofice, cost of service data and revenue 
estimates. 


Copies of the filing were served upon 
the Kansas State Corporation 
^mmission and Missouri Public 
^rvice Commission. 


Comment date: December 18,1992, in 
accordance with Standard Paragraph E 
at the end of this notice. 

23. Florida Power & Light Company 
(Docket No. ER93-228-000] 

December 4.1992 

Take notice that on November 23, 
1992, Florida Power & Light Company 
(FPL) tendered for filing the Letter of 
Agreement Regarding (Construction and 
Reimbursement of Colusa-Lee No. 2 
Line Terminal at COlusa between FPL 
and Lee County Electric Cooperative, 

Inc. 

Comment date: December 18.1992, in 
accordance with Standard Paragraph E 
at the end of this notice. 

24. Municipal Resale Service Customer 
V. Ohio Power Company 

[Docket No. EL93-6-OOOJ 
December 4,1992. 

Take notice that on November 18, 
1992, Municipal Resale Service 
Customers (MRS) tendered for filing a 
Complaint and Request for Investigation 
against Ohio Power Company (Ohio 
Power), MRS request the Commission to 
investigate whether Ohio Power has 
charged and is charging wholesale rates 
that are unjust, unreasonably, unduly 
discriminatory, or otherwise unlawful 
under the Act. 

Comment date; January 4,1993, in 
accordance with Standard Paragraph E 
at the end of this notice. 

25. PacifiCkirp 

(Docket No, ER93-247-000) 

December 4,1992. 

Take notice that on December 1,1992, 
PacifiCk)rp tendered for filing in 
accordance with 18 CFR part 35 of the 
Commission’s Rules and Regulations, 
revisions to Exhibit B, D and H of the 
CJeneral Transfer Agreement, Contract 
No. DE-MS79-82BP90049, between 
Pacificorp and Bonneville Power 
Administration (Bonneville), 
PacifiCorp’s Rate Schedule TORC No. 
237, 

The Exhibits have been revised to add 
or delete points of delivery and the 
associated transfer charges, loss factors 
and power factors. 

PacifiCorp requests an effective date 
not later than sixty days firom the 
Commission’s receipt of this filing. 

Copies of this filing were supplied to 
Bonneville and the Public Utility 
Commission of Oregon. 

Comment date: December 18,1992, in 
accordcmce with Standard Paragraph E 
at the end of this notice. 


26. Shirley Ann Bird Perry 
(Docket No. ID-2755-0001 

Take notice that on December 1,1992, 
Shirley Ann Bird Perry (Applicant) 
tendered for filing a supplemental 
application under section 305(b) of the 
Federal Power Act to hold the following 
positions: 

Director—Southwestern Public 
Service Company 

Advisory Director—Texas Commerce 
Bank-Austin, National Association 

Comment date: December 22,1992, in 
accordance with Standard Paragraph E 
at the end of this notice. 

27. Ck)nsolidated Edison Company of 
New York, Inc. 

(Docket No. ER92-50-000] 

December 7,1992. 

Take notice that on November 27, 

1992, Consolidated Edison Company of 
New York, Inc. (Con Edison), in 
response to a deficiency letter herein, 
tendered for filing additional 
information relative to an agreement to 
provide transmission and 
interconnection service to Long Island 
Lighting Company (LILCO), together 
with tw^o supplements to the agreement. 
One supplement provides for 
construction and maintenance of 
interconnection facilities between Con 
Edison and LILCO; the other 
supplement would decrease annual 
transmission revenues from LILCO by 
$328,558.46. Con Edison has requested 
waivers so that the interconnection 
supplement can become effective as of 
August 22,1977, and the transmission 
rate reduction supplement as of July 1, 
1992. 

Con Edison states that a copy of this 
filing has been served by mail upon 
LILCO and the parties to Docket No. 
ER92-50-000. 

Comment date: December 22,1992, in 
accordance with Standard Paragraph E 
at the end of this notice. 

28. New England Power Company 
(Docket No. ER93-2-000) 

December 7,1992, 

Take notice that on November 16, 
1992, New England Power Ck)mpany 
(NEP) tendered for filing an amendment 
to its original filing submitted on 
October 1,1992, in the above-referenced 
docket. 

Comment date: December 21,1992, in 
accordance with Standard Paragraph E 
at the end of this notice. 

29. Wisconsin Electric Power Company 
(Docket No. ER93-251--0(X)1 

December 7,1992, 

Take notice that Wisconsin Electric 
Power Company (Wisconsin Electric) on 
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December 3,1992, tendered for filing 
the MIN-WUMS Capability Allocation 
Agreement between itsetf, Wisconsin 
Power and Light Company, Wisconsin 
Public Service Corporation. The 
Agreement resolves the apportionment 
of the hmited transmission capability 
between Minnesota and the Wisconsin- 
Upper Michigan subregion of the hfid 
America Interpool NetwcH*k (MAIN). 

The parties request an effective date 
coincident with the Commission's 
acceptance pf the Agreement. 

A copy of the filing has been served 
on the Public Service Commission of 
Wisconsin. 

Comment dote: December 22,1992, in 
accordance with Standard Paragraph E 
at the end of this notice. 

30. Florida Power Corporation 
(Docket No. ER93-2S2-0001 
December 7,1992. 

Take notice that on December 1992, 
Florida Power Corporation filed an 
agreement between itself and Seminole 
Electric Coop)erative, hie., which 
provides for a reduction in rates for 
service by Florida Power to serve 
extraterritorial load. The Company 
requests waiver of the 60 day notice 
requirement so that the rate reduction 
which the service agreement provides 
for may be allowed to become effective 
on June 1,1987. 

Comment date: December 22,1992, in 
accordance with Standard Paragraph E 
at the end of this notice. 

31. Bangor Hydro-Electric Company 
[Docket Nck ER93-244<000J 
December 7.1992. 

Take notice that on November 30, 
1992, Bangor Hydro-Electric Company 
(Bangor) tendered for filing Notices of 
Cancellation of the following rate 
schedules: 


Rate sche(i- 
ute 

Affected: eustomers 

‘ Tema- 
1 natioe 
date 

0050 . 

Boston EcSson Company 

1/30/93 


Down East Peat, LP. 

1/30/93 

0051 ... 

Boston Edison Company 

1/30/93 


Comment date: December 22,1992. in 
accordance with Standard Paragraph E 
at the end of this notice. 


32. Southwestem Electric Pcswer 
Company 

(Docket No. ER93-249-000I 
December 7,1992. 

Take notice that on December 2,1992, 
Southwestem Electric Power Company 
(SWEPCO) tendered for filing a 
Scheduling Agreement between 
SWEP(30 and Northeast Texas Electric 
Cooperative, Inc, (NTECJ dated April 22 , 


1^2 and a related Lett^ Agreement 
dated September 18,1992. Under suck 
agreements, SWEPCO will ad as NTEC's 
agent for the purpose of scheduling 
power and energy purchased by NTEC 
from EntOTgy Power, foe, and 
Entergy Services. Inc. (ESI). The 
Scheduling Agreement also makes 
provision for sale by SWEPCO to 
NTEC of Backup Energy, Emergency 
Energy and Substitute Energy which 
may be used in certain circumstances ini 
place of energy provided by EPl or ESL 

SWEPCO requests that such 
agreements be made effective on the 
later of Fefouary 1,1993 or the date on 
which the Commission p^mits to 
become effective the Unit Power Sales 
Agreement between NTEC and EPI filed 
by ESI in Docket No. ER92-365-00a. 

Copies of the filing have been served 
on N^C and on the Public Utility 
Commission of Texas. 

Comment date: December 22,1992, in 
accordance with Standard Paragraph E 
at the end of this notice. 

33. Arizona Public Service Company 
(Docket No ER93-24e-000} 

December 7,1992. 

Take notice that on December 2,1992, 
Arizona Public Service Compeny (APS) 
tendered for filing revised E^ifot B lo 
the Wholescde Power Supply Agreement 
between Arizona Public Service 
Company (APS or Company] and 
Wellton-Mohawk Irrigation and 
Drainage District (Wellton-Mohawkf 
(APS-FPC Rate Schedule No. 55) and 
revised Exhibit B to Service Sch^ule D 
of the Power Coordination Agreement 
between Plains Electric Generation and 
Transmission Cooperative, Inc. (Plains) 
and APS (APS-FTOC Rate Schedufo Mo. 
82) (collectively Exhibits and 
Agreements), The Exhibits fist Contract 
Demands applicable under the 
Agreements. 

No change to the rale and revenue 
levels currently on file with the 
(Dommission for the 12 months 
immediately after the proposed effective 
date is proposed herein.. 

No new facilities or modifications to 
existing facilities are reqiuired as a result 
of this revision. 

A copy of this filing has been served 
on Wellton-Mchawk, Plains, the 
Arizona Corporation Commission, and 
the New Mexico Public Service 
Commission. 

Comment date: December 22,1992, in 
accordance with Standard Paragraph E 
at the end of this notice. 


34. Idaho Power Gempany 

(Docket No. ER92-7a7-OOOl 
December 7,1992. 

Take notice that on December 1. 1992 ^ 
in response la the Commission’s 
deficiency letter of October 1,1992, 
Idaho Power Company (IPC) tendered 
for filing a Draft Transmission Service 
Agreement between Sierra Pacific Power 
Company and Idaho Power Company, 

B’C has requested that the 
Commission suspend further 
consideration of this Agreement until 
the parties have concliKled negotiations. 

Comme^ dofe: December 22,1992, in 
accordance wkh Standard Paragraph E 
at the mid of this notice. 

35. LG&E—^Westmoreland Hopewell 
(Docket No. QF85-aS-0C)4l 
December 7,1992. 

On December 5, 1 ^ 2 , LG&£~ 
Westmoreland Hopewell, tendered for 
filing an amendment to Hs filing in tbk 
docket. No determination has been 
made that the submittal constitutes a 
complete filing. 

The amendment pertains to the 
revision of the faeilily’s testing period 
and provides additional infonnation kff 
computation of the operating values 
subraquent to the testing period. 

Comment doforDacember 28,1992, in 
accordance with Standard Paragraph E 
at the end of this notice. 

Standard Paragraphs 

E. Any person desiring to be heard or 
to protest said filing should file a 
motion to intervene or protest with the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commissioii, 
825 North Capitol Street, NE., 
Washington, DC 20426, in accordance 
with Rules 211 and 214 of the 
Ckimmission Rules of Practice and 
Procedure (18 CFR 385.211 and 
385.214), All such motions or protests 
should be filed on or before the 
comment data. Protests will be 
considered by the Commission in 
determining the appropriate actioxi to be 
taken, but will not serve to make 
protestants parties to the proceeding. 
Any person wishing to become a party 
must file a motion to intervene. Copies 
of this filing are (Hi file with the 
Commission and are available for public 
inspection. 

Lois D. Cashel], 

Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 92-30199 Filed 12^ 11 - 92 ; 8:45 ami 
BILUNQ CODE f717-01-«l 
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[Docket No. CP85-221-008] 

Frontier Gas Storage Co.; Sale 
Pursuant to Settlement Agreement 

December 3,1992. 

Take notice that on November 24. 

1992, Frontier Gas Storage Company 
(Frontier). % Reid & Priest. Market 
Square, 701 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW.. 
Washington. DC 20004, in compliance ^ 
with the provisions of the Commission's 
February 13. 1985 Order in Docket No. 
CP82-487-000 et. al.. submitted an 
executed Service Agreement under Rate 
Schedule LVS-1. providing for the 
possible sale of 2.000,000 MMBtu of 
Frontier’s gas storage inventory on an 
“in place” basis to VVilliston Basin 
Interstate Pipeline Company (VVilliston 
Basin). 

Under Subpart (b) of Ordering 
Paragraph (G) of the Commission’s 
February 13,1985 Order. Frontier is 
“authorized to consummate the 
proposed sale in place unless the 
Commission issues an order within 20 
days after expiration of such notice 
period either directing that the sale not 
take place and setting it for hearing or 
permitting the sale to go forward and 
establishing other procedures for 
resolving the matter. Deliveries of gas 
sold in place shall be made pursuant to 
a schedule to be set forth in an exhibit 
to the executed service agreement.” 

Any person desiring to be heard or to 
make a protest with reference to said 
tariff sheet filing should, on or before 
December 14.1992, file with the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission (825 
North Capitol Street, NE., Washington, 
DC 20426) a motion to intervene or 
protest in accordance with the 
requirements of the Commission’s Rules 
of Practice and Procedures, 18 CFR 
385.214 or 385.211. Protests will be 
considered by the Commission in 
determining the appropriate action to be 
taken, but will not serve to make 
protestants parties to the proceeding. 
Copies of this filing are on file with the 
Commission and are available for public 
inspection. 

Lois D. Cashell. 

Secretary. 

IFR Doc. 92-30210 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am] 
bilung code 6717-OIHKI 


(Docket Nos. RS92-2»-000, RP91-203-000, 
and RP92-132-000 (Consolidated. In Part)] 

Tennessee Gas Pipeline Co.; Notice of 
Conference 

December 4,1992. 

Take notice that on December 17, 

1992, beginning at 9:30 a.m., a 
conference will be convened in the 


above-captioned restructuring docket. 
The conference will be held in Hearing 
Room Number 1 at the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission, 810 1st Street, 
NE.. Washington, DC. 

This conference is being held to 
discuss Tennessee Gas Pipeline 
Company’s (Tennessee) Order No. 636 
restructuring compliance filing, which 
Tennessee filed on November 2,1992, 
and also to discuss the comments filed 
by the parties in response to 
Tennessee’s filing. 

All interested parties are invited to 
attend. Attendance at the conference, 
however, will not confer party status. 
For additional information, interested 
parties can call Sharon Dameron at (202) 
208-2017. 

Lois D. Cashell 
Secretary. 

IFR Doc. 92-30211 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am) 

BILUNO CODE e717-01-M 


[Docket No. RP92-137-000 (Phase II)] 

Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line Corp.; 
Notice of Informal Settlement 
Conference 

December 7.1992. 

Take notice that an informal 
settlement conference will be convened 
in this proceeding on December 16. 
1992, at 10 a.m., at the offices of the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 
810 First Street, NE., Washington, DC. 

Any party, as defined by 18 CFR 
385.102(c). or any participant as defined 
by 18 CFR 385.102(b), is invited to 
attend. Persons wishing to become a 
party must move to intervene and 
receive intervenor status pursuant to the 
Commission’s regulations (18 CFR 
385.214). 

For additional information, contact 
Donald A. Heydt at (202) 208-0740 or 
Joanne Leveque at (202) 208-5705. 

Lois D. Cashell, 

Secretary. 

(FR Doc. 92-30212 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am 
BILUNG CODE 6717-01-M 


Office of Fossil Energy 
[F£ Docket No. 91-106-NG] 

Northwest Natural Gas Co.; Order 
Granting Long-Term Authorization To 
Import Natural Gas From Canada 

AGENCY: Office of Fossil Energy, DOE. 
ACTION: Notice of order. 

SUMMARY: The Office of Fossil Energy of 
the Department of Energy gives notice 
that it has issued an order granting 
Northwest Natural Gas Company 


authorization to import, at Kingsgate, 
British Columbia, up to 48,168 Mcf per 
day of Canadian natural gas over a 
period of ten years, beginning the earlier 
of November 1.1993, or the date the 
Pacific Gas Transmission Expansion 
Project becomes operational, through 
October 31. 2003. 

This order is available for inspection 
and copying in the Office of Fuels 
Programs Docket Room, 3F-056, 
Forrestal Building. 1000 Independence 
Avenue. SW., Washington, DC 20585, 
(202) 586-9478. The docket room is 
open between the hours of 8 a.m. and 
4:30 p.m., Monday through Friday, 
except Federal holidays. 

Issued in Washington, DC, December 4, 
1992. 

Charles F. Vacek, 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Fuels 
Programs, Office of Fossil Energy. 

IFR Doc. 92-30290 Filed 12-11-92; 8.45 am) 
BILUNQ CODE 6450-01-61 


ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

(OPPTS-44593; FRL-4178-6] 

TSCA Chemical Testing; Receipt of 
Test Data 

AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 

ACTION: Notice. 

SUMMARY: This notice announces the 
receipt of test data on dibenzo-para- 
dioxins/dibenzofurans: 
decabromodiphenyloxide (CAS No. 
1163-19-5),.submitted pursuant to a 
final test rule. Data were also submitted 
on methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) 
(Cas No. 1634-04-4) pursuant to a 
testing consent order. All data were 
submitted under the Toxic Substances 
Control Act (TSCA). Publication of this 
notice is in compliance with section 
4(d) of TSCA. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Susan B, Hazen, Director, 
Environmental Assistance Division (TS- 
799), Office of Pollution Prevention and 
Toxics, Environmental Protection 
Agency. Rm. E-543B. 401 M St., SW.. 
Washington. DC 20460, (202) 554-1404, 
TDD (202) 554-0551, 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Section 
4(d) of TSCA requires EPA to publish a 
notice in the Federal Register reporting 
the receipt of test data submitted 
pursuant to test rules promulgated 
under section 4(a) within 15 days after 
it is received. Under 40 CFR 790'.60. all 
TSCA section 4 consent orders must 
contain a statement that results of 
testing conducted pursuant to these 
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testing consent orders will he 
announced to the public in accordance 
with section 4(d). 

I. Test Data Submissions 
Test data for 

decabromodiphenyloxide were 
submitted by Ameribrom,. Inc., pursuant 
to a test rule at 40 CFR Part 766. They 
were received by ERA on November 18,. 
1992. The submission describes the 
determination of polybrominated 
dibenzo-p-dioxins and dibenzofurans by 
high-resofution gas chromatography/ 
medium high resolution mass 
spectrometry in 

decabromodiphenyloxide. These 
chemical analyses are required by this 
test rule. 

Test data for MTBE were submitted by 
the Methyl Tertiary Butyl Ether Task 
Force in behalf of the te-st sponsors and 
pursuant to a testing consent order at 40 
CFR 799.5000. They were received by 
EPA on October 29th and November li9r 
1992. The submissions describe vapor 
inhalation oncogenicity studies in CD- 
1® mice and Fischer 344 rats. Health 
effects testing is required by this 
consent order, 

EPA has initiated its review and 
evaluation process for these data 
submissions. At this time, the Agency is 
unable to provide any determination as 
to the completeness of the submissions. 

II. Public Record 

EPA has established a public record 
for this TSCA section 4{dl receipt of 
data notice (docket number OPFTS— 
44593). This record includes copies of 
all studies reported in this notice. The 
record is available for inspection from 8 
a.m. to 12 noon, and 1 p.m. to 4 p.n»., 
Monday through Friday, except legal 
holidays, in the TSCA Public Docket 
Office, Rm. NE~G004, 401 M St., SW., 
Washington, DC 20460. 

Authorit 3 r: 15 U.S.C. 2603. 

Dated: November 30, T992. 

Charles M. Auer, 

Director, Chemical Control Division, Office 
of Polhtion Prevention and Toxics. 

IFR Doc. 92-30296 Filed 12-11-92; 8:4Sam| 
BtLUNG CODE 6560>-59-F 


{OPP-50753; FRL-418a-7] 

Receipt of an Application for an 
Experfmenfai Use Permit for a 
Transgenic Piant Pesticide 

AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 

ACTION: Notice. 

SUMMARY: EPA has received an 
application from the Monsanto 


Company for an EPA Experimental Use 
Permit (EUF) lor a transgenic plant 
pesticide. This, is the second EUP 
application, under the Federal 
Insecticide, Fimgicide^ and Rodenticide 
Act for testing with a plant that has been 
genetical]y>altered to produce a 
pesticide. The Agency has determined 
that this application may be of regional 
and national significance. Therefore,, the 
Ageniry is soliciting public comments 
on this application. 

DATES: Written comments must be 
received on or before January 13,1993« 
ADDRESSES: Comments, in triplicate, 
should bear the docket control number 
OPP-50753 and be submitted to: Public 
Response and Fh-ogram Resources 
Branch, Field Operations Division 
(H7506C), Office of Pesticide Programs, 
Environmental Protection Agency, 401 
M St.. SW., Washington, DC 20460. In 
person bring comments to: Rm. 1128, 
Crystal Mall 2 1921, Jefferson Davis 
Highway, Crystal City, VA 22202. 

m formation submitted in any 
comment concerning this notice may be 
claimed confidential by marking any 
part or all of that information as 
“Confidential Business Informatidm^' 
(CBI). Information so marked will not be 
disclosed except in accordance with 
procedures set forth in 40 CFR part 2. 

A copy of the comment that does not 
contain CBI must be submitted for 
inclusion in the public record. 
Information not marked confidential 
maybe disclosed publicly by EPA 
without prior notice to the submitter. 
Written comments will be available for 
public inspection in Rm. 1128 at the 
address given above, from 8 a.m. to 4:30 
p.m., Monday through Friday, excluding 
legal holidays. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: By 
mail: Phillip O. Hutton, Product 
Manager (PM) 18. Registration Division 
(H7505C), Office of Pesticide Programs, 
Environmental Protection Agency, 401 
M St., SW., Washington, DC 20460. 

Office location and telephone number 
Rm, 213, Crystal Mall 2,1921 Jefferson 
Davis Highway, Crystal City, VA 22202, 
(703)305-7690 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION; On 
October 22,1992, an application for an 
EUP was received frona Monsanto 
Company, 700 Chesterfield Village 
Parkway, St. Louis, Missouri 63198. The 
application was assigned EPA File 
Symbol 524—EUP—TQ. Monsanto 
proposes to test the ColeH*ado Potato 
Beetle (CPB) control protein, delta- 
endotoxin, derived from the soil 
microbe Bacillus thuiiagiemis 
subspecies tenebrUmis as 

expressed in plants and tubers of several 
lines of potato cultivars. According to< 


the application, CPB contro! protein, 
B.t.t. delta-endotoxin, will be present at 
no more thaw .01% oi the total weight 
of the potato plants or tubers. The delta- 
endotoxin gene of B.t.t. is transferred to 
potato via the Ti plasmid of 
Agrobacterium tumefaciens strain ABI 
(vector PV-STBTa_J. The vector agent. 
Agfobacterium tumefaciens strain ABI.* 

however, is not associated with the 

tiansformed potato plants or tubers; 
during the gene transfer procedure, the 
potato explants are treated with an 
antibiotic known to inhibit the growth 
of the bacterium,c Agjrohadermm 
tumefaciens strain ABI. According to 
the application, the expressed B.tt. 
delta-endotoxin is contained 
intracellularly within the tubers and 
plants; as a result, humans handling the 
plants and tubers will have an 
extremely low dermal exposure to the 
CPB control protein. In addition, 
Monsanto has submitted, as pari of theii 
EUP proloeols, specific precautionary 
measures they will take to reduce the 
possibility of accidental ingestion of 
plant parts or tubers by humans or 
domestic animals. 

Some of the potato cultivar lines will 
contain only the B.t.t. gene far 
mediating CPB resistance. Other potato 
cuUivar lines have been modified to 
contain genes mediating CPB and Potato 
Virus Y CPV Y) or Potato Leaf Roll Virus 
(PLRV) resistance. 

Forty and one-half acres of CPB 
resistant potato plants and 48 acres of 
CFB resistant potato tubers will be 
planted for a total of 88.5 acres. A 
maximum of 15,000 plants or tubers 
will be planted per acre, each weighing 
approximately 5.6 grams per plant andi 
60 grams per tuber. The total plant 
material, at planting, will contain a 
maximum of 129.3 grams B.t.t. protein, 
with levels rising to a maximum of 34 6 
kilograms of B.t.t. protein at harvest. 

Individual test sites range from one- 
fifth to 15 acres in size; however, the 
majority will be under 1 acre* Proposed 
test sites are located in the following 14 
states: Colorado, Hawaii, Idaho, Maine, 
Maryland, Michigan, Montana, New 
York, North Dakota, Ohio, Oregon, 
Pennsylvania, Washington, and 
Wisconsin. Upon completion of testing, 
some potato plants and tubers will be 
collected and saved for future research, 
analyses, or plantings. All other plant 
material will be destroyed. Because no 
plants or tubers will be used for food or 
feed, no tolerances for this EUP are 
requested. 

The application proposes that the 
permit b& issued for 1 year, beginning 
March 1.1993. and ending March 30, 
1994. Tbe^ labeling proposed by 
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Monsanto Company states the 
following: 

This package contains Colorado potato 
beetle resistant potato plants containing a 
Bacillus thuringiensis subspecies tenebrionis 
protein. Contains plants containing vector 

PV'STBTO_. For use only at an 

application site of a cooperator and in 
aaordance with the terms and conditions of 
the Experimental Use Permit. This labeling 
must be in the possession of the user at the 
time of planting of the potato plants. It is a 
violation of Federal law to use these plants 
in any manner inconsistent with this 
labeling. These plants contain Bacillus 
thuringiensis subspecies tenebrionis 
insecticidal protein and may only be used 
according to the protocols as included in the 
approved EUP program for evaluation of the 
control of the following insect: 

Colorado Potato BaatXaJLeptinotarsa 
decemlineata 

Cooperators must have a copy of each 
applicable protocol prior to initiating 
any researdi with these plants. Plants 
should be planted at a maximum of 
15,000 plants per acre depending on the 
site variety. Do not contaminate water, 
food or feed by storage and/or disposal. 
Store in cool dry place inaccessible to 
children. Any plants not used in these 
experiments must be returned to 
Monsanto or disposed of as specified in 
the field protocols. All plant material 
that is not saved for further research, 
analyses, or future plantings must be 
destroyed as specified in the field 
protocols. None of the plants or plant 
material may be sold or allowed to enter 
into commerce. Do not reuse bag. 

Discard in trash. Ensure that the bag is 
completely empty of plants before 
disposing in the trash. 

Proposed EUP Program 

The proposed EUP program will 
include the following five experiments 
designed to evaluate the performance of 
the expressed protein against the CPB; 
efficacy and agronomic evaluations; 
performance confirmation; population 
dynamics and resistance management. 

In addition, seed increase trials will be 
conducted in order to produce seed for 
future plantings. In keeping with 
acceptable agronomic practices for each 
^on, fertilizer, herbicides, and 
fungicides will be used, if needed, to 
improve soil nutrient levels, and to 
control weeds and diseases. If CPB 
populations exceed economic threshold 
levels, additional insecticides will be 
applied in accordance witii local 
integrated pest management (IPM) 
practices to meet the objectives of the 
experiment. Any conventional 
pesticides used in this EUP program 
will be applied according to each 
JJ**“^*^ “PPlication rate as specified 


Upon review of the Monsanto 
application, any comments received in 
response to this notice and any other 
relevant information, EPA will decide 
whether to issue or deny the EUP, If 
issued, EPA will set conditions under 
which the experiments are to be 
conducted, ^y issuance of an EUP by 
the Agency will be announced In the 
Federal Register. 

A copy of the Monsanto EUP 
application deleted of all CBI is 
available for public inspection in the 
Public Docket Office at the address 
listed under the ADDRESSES unit. 

Dated: December 6,1992. 

Lawrence E, CuUeen 

Acting Director, Registration Division, Office 
of Pesticide Programs. 

(FR Doc. 92-30297 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 ami 
BILUNO CODE 6660-6a-r 


Office of Research and Development 
[FRL-4545-1] 

Ambient Air Monitoring Reference and 
Equivalent Methods; Receipt of 
Application for a Refarence Method 
and an Equivalent Method 
Determination 

Notice is hereby given that on 
November 2,1992, the Environmental 
Protection Agency received two 
applications from Horiba Instruments 
Incorporated, 17671 Armstrong Avenue, 
Irvine, California 92714. The first 
application is to determine if the Horiba 
M^el APNA-350E Oxides of Nitrogen 
Monitoring System should be 
designated by the Administrator of the 
EPA as a reference method under 40 
CFR part 53. The second application is 
to determine if the Horiba Model 
APSA-350E Sulfur Dixoide Monitoring 
System should be designated by the 
Administrator of the EPA as an 
equivalent method under 40 CFR part 
53. If, after appropriate technical study, 
the Administrator determines that either 
of these methods should be so 
designated, notice thereof will be given 
in a subsequent issue of the Federal 
Register. 

Courtney Riordan, 

Assistant Administrator for Research and 
Development 

(FR Doc. 92-30294 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am] 
BUXMO CODE 


FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE 
CORPORATION 

Information Collection Submitted to 
0MB for Review 

AGENCY: Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation. 

ACTION: Notice of information collection 
submitted to OMB for review and 
approval under the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1980. 

SUMMARY: In accordance with 
requirements of the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1980 (44 U.S.C. 

Chapter 35), the EDIC hereby gives 
notice that it has submitted to the Ofrice 
of Management and Budget a request for 
OMB review of the information 
collection system described below. 

Type of Review: Extension of the 
expiration date of a currently 
approved collection without any 
change in the substance or method of 
collection. 

Title: Procedures for Monitoring Bank 
Secrecy Act Compliance. 

Form Number: None. 

OMB number: 3064-0087. 

Expiration Date of OMB Clearance: 
January 31,1993. 

Frequency of Response: Recordkeeping, 
on occasion. 

Respondents: Insiu^d State nonmember 
bcmks. 

Number of Recordkeepers: 8,400. 

Annual Hours Per Recordkeepner: 0.5, 
Total Annual Burden Hours: 4,200. 

OMB Reviewer: Gary Waxma, (202) 395- 
7340, Office of Management and 
Budget, Paperwork Reduction Project 
(3064-0087), Washington, DC 20503. 
FDIC Contact: Steven F. Hanft, (202) 
898-3907, Office of the Executive 
Secretary, room F-400, Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation, 550 
17th Street NW., Washington, DC 
20429. 

Comments: Comments on this collection 
of information are welcome and 
should be submitted before February 
12,1992. 

ADDRESSES: A copy of the submission 
may be obtained by calling or writing 
the FDIC contact listed above. 

Comments regarding the submission 
should be ad^ssed to both the OMB 
reviewer and the FDIC contact listed 
above. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Insured 
state nonmember banks must establish 
and maintain written procedures to 
assure and monitor compliance with the 
requirements of the Bank Secrecy Act 
(31 U.S.C. 5311 et seqX and with 
Trea sury Department regulations 31 
CFR part 103, 

Dated: December 8,1992. 
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Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation. 
Hoyle L. Robinson, 

Executive Secretary, 

(FR Doc. 92-30222 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am) 
BiUUNQ CODE 6714~01-M 


Update to Notice of Financial 
Institutions for Which the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation Has 
Been Appointed Either Receiver, 
Liquidator, or Manager 

AGENCY: Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation. 

ACTION: Update listing of Hnancial 
institutions in liquidation. 

SUMMARY: The Federal Deposit 
Insurance Corporation (Corporation) has 


adopted a policy statement concemine 
12 U.S.C. 1825(b)(2) of the Financial 
Institutions Reform. Recovery, and 
Enforcement Act of 1989 and 28 U.S.C. 
2410(c). The policy statement and an 
initial listing of financial institutions in 
liquidation were published in July 2 , 
1992 edition of the Federal Register. 
The following is a list of financial 
institutions which have been placed in 
liquidation since the November 12,1992 
publication. 


Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation Active Institutions in Liquidation Alpha Listing (Name) 


Institution name, city/state 

Date closed, region 

Ref.i 

Anchorage C.O.—CPU, Anchorage, AK... 

1G/14/92, San Francisco 

3963 

4519 

4543 

4523 

4524 

4525 

4526 

4527 

4528 

4529 

4530 

4531 

4532 

4533 

4534 

4535 

4536 

4537 

4538 

4539 

4540 

4541 

4542 

4521 

4549 

4544 

4545 
4547 

4550 

4546 
4546 

4520 

4522 

Eastwest Bank. National Association. Klhel. HI. 

1(V02/92 San Franciiu^ 

First City Collecting Bank, Houston, tx..... 

1(V3(V92 Dallas .. . 

First City, AUce, Texas, Alice, TX... 

1(V3(V92, Dallas . . 

First City, Aransas Pass, Aransas Pass, TX. 

1CV30/92. Dallas . 

First City, Austin, Austin, TX..... 

1CV30/92. Dallas . 

First City, Beaumont, Beaumont, TX... 

10/30/92, Dallas . 

First City, Bryan, Bryan, TX. 

10/30/92, Dallas . 

First City, Corpus Christ!, Corpus Christ!, TX..... 

10/30/92. Dallas . 

First aty, Dallas, Dallas, TX..... 

10/30/92, Dallas 

First City, El Paso, El Paso, TX ... 

1(V3Q/92 Dallas . 

First City, Graham. Graham, TX..... 

10/30/92, Dallas .. 

First City, Houston, Houston, TX....... 

10/30/92, Dallas .... 

First City. Kountze, Kountze, TX ..., 

10/30/92, Dallas . . 

First City, Lake Jackson. Lake Jackson, TX... 

10/30/92. Dallas . 

First City, Lufkin, Lufkin. TX ...... 

10/30/92, Dallas . 

First Dty, Madlsonville, Madlsonville, TX.... 

10/30/92, Dallas .... 

First City, Midland, Midland, TX ... 

10/30/92 Dallas . . 

First City, Orange, Orange, TX.,... 

10/30/92 Dallas 

First City, San Angelo, San Angelo, TX ....., „ . . 

10/30/92 Dallas. 

First City. San Antonio, San Antonio, TX ..,, .. 

10/30/92, Dallas. 

First City, Sour Lake, Sour Lake, TX ..... 

10/30/92, Dallas . 

First City, Tyler, Tyler, TX... 

10/30/92 Dallas. 

First Constitution Bank, New Haven, CT.. . ... 

10/02/92, New York... 

11/13/92, New York. „.. 

First New York Bank for Business, New York, NY . .. , , 

Greenwood Bank of Bethel, Inc., Bethel, CT . 

11/nrV02 NAM/Vnrk 

Guaranty-First Trust Co., Waltham, MA.. .. 

ll/l-VOO WoiAVrtA 

Investors Bank A Trust Co., Gretna, LA... ... , 

11/13/92 Chicago. 

Merchants Bank, Kansas City, MO . 

11/2rVQ2 Chlregn 

Metro North State Bank, Kansas City, MO . . , ,, 

11/1'VO? Chlrsgn 

Statewide Thrift A Loan, Redwood City, CA..... 

11 / 1 . 3 / 05 ) Francisco ,. 

The Howard Savings Bank, Livingston, NJ. 

10/02/O? New York . . 

Universal Barik, Lanham, MD......... 

10/i^5> Ohioego . 




Dated: December 7,1992. 

Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation. 
Hoyle L. Robinson, 

Executive Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 92-30300 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am) 
BILUNQ CODE 6714-01-M 


FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM 

BankAmerica Corporation; Acquisition 
of Company Engaged in Permissible 
Nonbanking Activities 

The organization listed in this notice 
has applied under § 225.23(a)(2) or (f) 
of the Board's Regulation Y (12 CFR 
225.23(a)(2) or (f)) for the Board's 
approval under section 4(c)(8) of the 
Bank Holding Company Act (12 U.S.C. 
1843(c)(8)) and § 225.21(a) of Regulation 
Y (12 CFR 225.21(a)) to acquire or 


control voting securities or assets of a 
company engaged in a nonbanking 
activity that is listed in § 225.25 of 
Regulation Y as closely related to 
banking and permissible for bank 
holding companies. Unless otherwise 
noted, such activities will be conducted 
throughout the United States. 

The application is available for 
immediate inspection at the Federal 
Reserve Bank indicated. Once the 
application has been accepted for 
processing, it will also be available for 
inspection at the offices of the Board of 
Governors. Interested persons may 
express their views in writing on the 
question whether consummation of the 
proposal can "reasonably be expected to 
produce benefits to the public, such as 
greater convenience, increased 
competition, or gains in efficiency, that 
outweigh possible adverse effects, such 


as undue concentration of resources, 
decreased or unfair competition, 
conflicts of interests, or xmsound 
banking practices." Any request for a 
hearing on this question must be 
accompanied by a statement of the 
reasons a written presentation would 
not suffice in lieu of a hearing, 
identifying specifically any questions of 
fact that are in dispute, summarizing the 
evidence that would bo presented at a 
hearing, and indicating how the party 
commenting would be aggrieved by 
approval of the proposal. 

Comments regarding the application 
must be received at the Reserve Banlc 
indicated or the offices of the Board of 
Governors not later than December 28, 
1992. 

A* Federal Reserve Bank of San 
Francisco (Kenneth R. Binning, 
Director, Bank Holding Company) 101 
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Market Street, San Francisco, California 

^^j^SankAmerica Corporation, San 
Francisco. California; to acquire First 
Associates Financial, Inc., Tampa, 
Florida, and thereby engage in 
manufactured housing lending, 
pursuant to § 225.25(b)(1) of the Board’s 
Regulation Y. 

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System. December 8,1992. 

(ennifer |. Johnson, 

Associate Secretary of the Board. 

iFR Doc. 92-30238 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am) 

billing code «210-01-F 


Federal Open Market Committee; 
Domestic Policy Directive of August 
18,1992 

In accordance with § 271.5 of its rules 
regarding availability of information, 
there is set forth below the domestic 
policy directive issued by the Federal 
Open Market Committee at its meeting 
held on August 18,1992.' The Directive 
was issued to the Federal Reserve Bank 
of New York as follows: 

The information reviewed at this meeting 
suggests that economic activity is continuing 
to expand at a subdued pace. Total nonfarm 
payroll employment rebounded in July after 
declining in June, and the civilian 
unemployment rate edged down to 7.7 
percent. Manufacturing output was 
unchanged in July, but overall industrial 
production was boosted by a higher level of 
mining and utility output. Retail sales 
increased moderately In July. Permits issued 
for the construction of new housing units 
rose slightly in July, but housing starts fell. 
Recent data on orders and shipments of 
nondefense capital goods indicate further 
increases in outlays for business equipment, 
while nonresidential construction has 
remained soft. The nominal U.S. 
merchandise trade deficit in April-May was 
substantially above its average rate in the first 
quarter. Incoming data on wages and prices 
suggest that inflation is slowing. 

Interest rates have declined considerably 
since the Committee meeting on June 30-JuIy 
1. The Board of Governors approved a 
reduction in the discount rate from 3-1/2 to 
3 percent on July 2. In foreign exchange 
markets, the trade-weighted value of the 
dollar in terms of the other G-10 currencies 
declined further over the first several weeks 
of the intermeeting period, but it has 
stabilized more recently. 

M2 and M3 contracted somewhat further in 
July. Through July, both aggregates were 
appreciably below the lower ends of the 
ranges established by the Committee for the 
year. 

The Federal Open Market Committee seeks 
monetary and financial conditions that will 


Copies of the Record of Policy Actions of the 
mmittee for the meeting of August 18 , 1992 , are 

ofih! of Governors 

20551 *^«serve System. Washington. D.C 


foster price stability and promote sustainable 
growth in output. In furtherance of these 
objectives, the Committee at its meeting on 
June 30-Juiy 1 reaffirmed the ranges it 
established in February for growth of M2 and 
M3 of 2-1/2 to 6-1/2 percent and 1 to 5 
percent respectively, measured firom the 
fourth quarter of 1991 to the fourth quarter 
of 1992. The Committee anticipated that 
developments contributing to unusual 
velocity increases could persist in the second 
half of the year. The monitoring range for 
growth of total domestic nonftnancial debt 
also was maintained at 4-1/2 to 8-1/2 percent 
for the year. For 1993, the Committee on a 
tentative basis set the same ranges as in 1992 
for growth of the monetary aggregates and 
debt measured from the fourth quarter of 
1992 to the fourth quarter of 1993. The 
behavior of the monetary aggregates will 
continue to be evaluated in the light of 
progress toward price level stability, 
movements in their velocities, and 
developments in the economy and financial 
markets. 

In the implementation of policy for the 
immediate future, the Committee seeks to 
maintain the existing degree of pressure on 
reserve positions. In the context of the 
Committee's long-run objectives for price 
stability and sustainable economic growth, 
and giving careful consideration to economic, 
financial and monetary developments, 
slightly greater reserve restraint might or 
slightly lesser reserve restraint would be 
acceptable in the intermeeting period. The 
contemplated reserve conditions are 
expected to be consistent with growth of M2 
and M3 over the period from June through 
December at annual rates of about 2 and 1/ 

2 percent, respectively. 

By order of the Federal Open Market 
Committee. December 4,1992. 

Normand Bernard, 

Deputy Secretary, Federal Open Market 
Committee. 

IFR Doc. 92-30218 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 ami 
BILUNQ CODE 6210-01-f 


Brooke Holdings, Inc.; Acquisition of 
Company Engaged In Permissible 
Nonbanking Activities; Correction 

This notice conrecls a previous 
Federal Register notice (FR Doc. 92- 
29195) published at page 57067 of the 
issue for Wednesday, December 2,1992. 

Under the Federal Reserve Bank of 
Kansas City, the entry for Brooke 
Holdings, Inc. is revised to read as 
follows: 

Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas City 
(John E. Yorke, Senior Vice President) 
925 Grand Avenue, Kansas City. 
Missouri 64198: 

1. Brooke Holdings, Inc,, Jewell, 
Kansas, parent of Brooke Corporation, 
Jewell. Kansas; to engage, through a 
subsidiary known as Mid Kansas 
Insurance Agency, Inc., Wichita, 

Kansas, in insurance activities, pursuant 


to § 225.25(b)(8)(vi) of the Board’s 
Regulation Y. 

Comments on this application must 
be received by December 16,1992. 

Board of Governors of the Federal 
Reserve System, December 8,1992. 
Jennifer ). Johnson, 

Associate Secretary of the Board. 

IFR Doc. 92-30219 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 ami 
BILUNQ CODE 


Citizens Bankshares, Inc.; Notice of 
Application to Engage de novo in 
Permissible Nonbanking Activities 

The company listed in this notice has 
Bled an application under § 225.23(a)(1) 
of the Board’s Regulation Y (12 CFR 
225.23(a)(1)) for the Board’s approval 
under section 4(c)(8) of the Bank 
Holding Company Act (12 U.S.C. 
1843(c)(8)) and § 225.21(a) of Regulation 
Y (12 CFR 225.21(a)) to commence or to 
engage de novo, either directly or 
through a subsidiary, in a nonbanking 
activity that is listed in § 225.25 of 
Regulation Y as closely related to 
banking and permissible for bank 
holding companies. Unless otherwise 
noted, such activities will be conducted 
throughout the United States, 

The application is available for 
immediate inspection at the Federal 
Reserve Bank indicated. Once the 
application has been accepted for 
processing, it will also be available for 
inspection at the offices of the Board of 
Governors. Interested persons may 
express their views in writing on the 
question whether consummation of the 
proposal can “reasonably be expected to 
produce benefits to the public, such as 
greater convenience, increased 
competition, or gains in efficiency, that 
outweigh possible adverse effects, such 
as undue concentration of resources, 
decreased or unfair competition, 
conflicts of interests, or unsound 
banking practices.” Any request for a 
hearing on this question must be 
accompanied by a statement of the 
reasons a written presentation would 
not suffice in lieu of a hearing, 
identifying specifically any questions of 
fact that are in dispute, summarizing the 
evidence that would be presented at a 
hearing, and indicating how the party 
commenting would be aggrieved by 
roval of the proposal, 
omments regaraing the application 
must be received at the Reserve Bank 
indicated or the offices of the Board of 
Governors not later than December 28, 
1992. 

A. Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago 
(David S, Epstein, Vice President) 230 
South LaSalle Street, Chicago, Illinois 
60690: 
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1. Citizens Bankshares, Inc,, 

Shawano, Wisconsin; to engage de novo 
through its subsidiary, Wisconsin 
Finance Corporation, Shawano, 
Wisconsin, in insurance activities 
pursuant to § 225.25(b)(8)(i), (ii), and 
(iii) of the Board’s Regulation Y. 

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, December 7,1992. 

Jennifer J. Johnson, 

Associate Secretary of the Board. 

(FR Doc 92-30194 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am) 
BtLUNQ CODE 


Leland P. Cook, et a).; Change in Bank 
Control Notices; Acquisitions of 
Shares of Banks or Bank Holding 
Companies 

The notificants listed below have 
applied under the Change in Bank 
Control Act (12 U.S.C. 1817(j)) and § 
225.41 of the Board’s Regulation Y (12 
CFR 225.41) to acquire a bank or bank 
holding company. The factors that are 
considered in acting on the notices are 
set forth in paragraph 7 of the Act (12 
U.S.C. 1817(j)(7)). 

The notices are available for 
immediate inspection at the Federal 
Reserve Bank indicated. Once the 
notices have been accepted for 
processing, they will also be available 
for inspection at the offices of the Board 
of Governors, Interested persons may 
express their views in writing to the 
Reserve Bank indicated for that notice 
or to the offices of the Board of 
Governors, Comments must be received 
not later than December 31,1992. 

A. Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas 
(W. Arthur Tribble, Vice President) 400 
South Akard Street, Dallas, Texas 
75222: 

1. Leland P. Cook, Corsicana, Texas; 
to acquire an additional 5.88 percent for 
a total of 16.79 percent, and Byron 
Cook, Corsicana, Texas, to acquire an 
additional 5,88 percent for a total of 
12.77 percent of the voting shares of 
Corsicana Bancshares, Inc., Corsicana. 
Texas, and thereby indirectly acquire 
Corsicana National Bank, Corsicana, 
Texas. 

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, December 7,1992. 

Jennifer J. Johnson, 

Associate Secretary of the Board. 

[FR Doc. 92-30195 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am| 
BILUNG CODE 4210-01^ 


Exchange National Bancshares, Inc., et 
al.; Formation of, Acquisition by, or 
Merger of Bank Holding Companies 

The company listed in this notice has 
applied for the Board’s approval under 


section 3 of the Bank Holding Company 
Act (12 U.S.C. 1842) and § 225.14 of the 
Board’s Regulation Y (12 CFR 225.14) to 
become a bank holding company or to 
acquire a bank or bank holding 
company. The factors that are 
considered in acting on the applications 
are set forth in section 3(c) of the Act 
(12 U.S.C. 1842(c)). 

The application is available for 
immediate inspection at the Federal 
Reserve Bank indicated. Once the 
application has been accepted for 
processing, it will also be available for 
inspection at the offices of the Board of 
Governors. Interested persons may 
express their views in writing to the 
Reserve Bank indicated for that 
application or to the offices of the Board 
of Governors. Any comment on an 
application that requests a hearing must 
include a statement of why a written 
presentation would not suffice in lieu of 
a hearing, identifying specifically any 
questions of fact that are in dispute and 
summarizing the evidence that would 
be presented at a hearinc. 

Comments regarding this application 
must be received not later than January 
4, 1993. 

A. Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 
(Randall C. Sumner, Vice President) 411 
Locust Street, St. Louis, Missouri 63166: 

1. Exchange National Bancshares, 

Inc., Jefferson City, Missouri; to become 
a bank holding company by acquiring 
100 percent of the voting shares of The 
Exchange National Bank of Jefferson 
City, Jefferson City, Missouri. 

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, December 7,1992. 

Jennifer J. Johnson, 

Associate Secretary of the Board. 

[FR Doc. 92-30196 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am) 
BILLING CODE <21<MI1-F 


Forest Bancorp; Notice of Application 
to Engage de novo in Permissible 
Nonbanking Activities 

The company listed in this notice has 
filed an application under § 225.23(a)(1) 
of the Board’s Regulation Y (12 CFR 
225.23(a)(1)) for the Board's approval 
under section 4(c)(8) of the Bank 
Holding Company Act (12 U.S.C. 
1843(c)(8)) and § 225.21(a) of Regulation 
Y (12 CFR 225.21(a)) to commence or to 
engage de novo, either directly or 
through a subsidiary, in a nonbanking 
activity that is listed in § 225.25 of 
Regulation Y as closely related to 
banking and permissible for bank 
holding companies. Unless otherwise 
noted, such activities will be conducted 
throughout the United States. 

The application is available for 
immediate inspection at the Federal 


Reserve Bank indicated. Once the 
application has been accepted for 
processing, it will also be available for 
inspection at the offices of the Board of 
Governors. Interested persons may 
express their views in writing on the 
question whether consummation of the 
proposal can “reasonably be expected to 
produce benefits to the public, such as 
greater convenience, increased 
competition, or gains in efficiency, that 
outweigh possible adverse effects, such 
as undue concentration of resources, 
decreased or unfair competition, 
conflicts of interests, or unsound 
banking practices.’’ Any request for a 
hearing on this question must be 
accompanied by a statement of the 
reasons a written presentation would 
not suffice in lieu of a hearing, 
identifying specifically any questions of 
fact that are in dispute, summarizing the 
evidence that would be presented at a 
hearing, and indicating how the party 
commenting would be aggrieved by 
approval of the proposal. 

Comments regarding the application 
must be received at the Reserve Bank 
indicated or the offices of the Board of 
Governors not later than December 31. 
1992. 

A. Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta 
(Zane R. Kelley, Vice President) 104 
Marietta Street, N.W., Atlanta, Georgia 
30303: 

1. Forest Bancorp, Forest, Mississippi; 
to engage de novo through its 
subsidiary. Bankers Capital Corporation, 
Forest. Mississippi, in making, 
acquiring, or servicing loans or other 
extensions of credit pursuant to § 
225.25(b)(1) of the Board’s Regulation Y. 

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, December 7,1992. 

Jennifer J. Johnson, 

Associate Secretary of the Board. 

[FR Doc. 92-30197 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am] 
BILUNO CODE e21(M)1-F 


Bank of Montana System, et al.; 
Acquisitions of Companies Engaged in 
Permissible Nonbanking Activities 

The organizations listed in this notice 
have applied under § 225.23(a)(2) or (f) 
of the Board’s Regulation Y (12 CFR 
225.23(a)(2) or (f)) for the Board’s 
approval under section 4(c)(8) of the 
Bank Holding Company Act (12 U.S.C 
1843(c)(8)) and § 225.21(a) of RegulaUon 
Y (12 CFR 225.21(a)) to acquire or 
control voting securities or assets of a 
company engaged in a nonbanking 
activity that is listed in § 225,25 of 
Regulation Y as closely related to 
banking and permissible for bank 
holding companies. Unless otherwise 
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noted, such activities will be conducted 
throughout the United States. 

Each application is available for 
immediate inspection at the Federal 
Reserve Bank indicated. Once the 
application has been accepted for 
processing, it will also be available for 
inspection at the offices of the Board of 
Governors. Interested persons may 
express their views in writing on the 
question whether consummation of the 
proposal can ‘‘reasonably be expected to 
produce benefits to the public, such as 
greater convenience, increased 
competition, or gains in efficiency, that 
outweigh possible adverse effects, such 
as undue concentration of resources, 
decreased or unfair competition, 
conflicts of interests, or unsound 
banking practices,** Any request for a 
hearing on this question must bo 
accompanied by a statement of the 
reasons a written presentation would 
not suffice in lieu of a hearing, 
identifying specifically any questions of 
fact that are in dispute, summarizing the 
evidence that would be presented at a 
hearing, and indicating how the party 
commenting would be aggrieved by 
approval of the proposal. 

Unless otherwise noted, comments 
regarding each of these applications 
must be received at the Reserve Bank 
indicated for the application or the 
offices of the Board of Governors not 
later than January 4,1993, 


A. Federal Reserve Bank of 
Minneapolis (James M. Lyon, Vice 
President) 250 Marquette Avenue, 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55480: 

1. Bank of Montana System, Great 
Falls, Montana; to acquire Montana 
Bancsystem, Inc., Billings, Montana, 
and thereby engage in general insurance 
agency activities in Circle, Roundup, 
Red Lodge, and Forsyth, Montana, 
towns with populations of less than 
5,000 pursuant to § 225.25(b)(8)(iii) of 
the Board*s Regulation Y. 

2. Marquette Bancshares, Inc., 
Minneapolis, Minnesota; to acquire 
Marquette Fund Advisors, Inc., 
Minneapolis, Minnesota, and thereby 
engage in serving as investment adviser 
to an investment company pursuant to 
§ 225.25(b](4](ii); and to provide 
portfolio investment advice to any other 
person pursuant to § 225.25(b)(4) of the 
Board*s Regulation Y. 

3. Norwest Corporation, Minneapolis. 
Minnesota; to acquire Boris Systems, 
Inc., East Lansing, Michigan, and 
thereby engage in data processing 
activities pursuant to § 225.25(b)(7) of 
the Board*s Regulation Y. 

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System. December 7,1992. 

JenniiGBr). Johnson, 

Associate Secretary of the Board. 

[FR Doc. 92-30193 Filed 12-11-92; 8;45 ami 
BitUNQ COOC e210-01-^ 


FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 

Granting of Request for Early 
Termination of the Waiting Period 
Under the Premerger Notification 
Rules 

Section 7A of the Clayton Act, 15 
U.S.C. 18a. as added by title II of the 
Hart-Scott-Rodino Antitrust 
Improvements Act of 1976, requires 
persons contemplating certain mergers 
or acquisitions to give the Federal Trade 
Commission and the Assistant Attorney 
General advance notice and to wait 
designated periods before 
consummation of such plans. Section 
7A(b)(2) of the Act permits the agencies, 
in individual cases, to terminate this 
waiting period to its expiration and 
requires that notice of this action be 
published in the Federal Register. 

The following transactions were 
granted early termination of the waiting 
period provided by law and (ho 
premerger notification rules. The grants 
were made by the Federal Trade 
Commission and the Assistant Attorney 
General for the Antitrust Division of the 
Department of Justice. Neither agency 
intends to take any action with respect 
to these proposed acquisitions during 
the applicable waiting period. 


Transactions Granted Early Termination Between: 112392 and 120492 


Name of acqolilng person, name of acquired person, name of act^ilred entity 


PMNNo. 


Date termi¬ 
nated 


FHP International Corporation, Skandla Group Insurance Company Ltd. Great States Financial Corporation ... 

Tenneco Ina, Enron Corporation, Dean PlpeHrte Company......... 

Coda Energy, Inc., Mobile Corporation, M<^ Ptxxjudng Texas & New Mexico Inc..... 

Saratoga Partners II, LP., Columbia River Televtelon, Inc.. Columbia River Television, Inc....... 

General Motors Corporation, Continental AlrSoes Holdings, Inc. (debtor-ln-poss.), S^em One Holdings, Inc., dWYa System One 

Corporation .................. 

Media General, Ina. Rotert Maynard and Nancy Hicks Maynard, Maynard Cornmonicatlons, Inc .... 

Ruhrgas AG, Tl Group pic, Ipsen Entitles.......... 

^ytheon Company, Amber Engineering, Inc.. Amber Engineering. Inc........ 

Waf^rg. ptncus Investors. LP.. Berwind Group Partners. Geriatric Pharmacy Systems. Inc ... 

bervice Corporatloo International. American Funeral Services Corporation. American Funeral Services Corporation _ 

uroup Financial Partners, Inc., AlUant Techsystems. Inc., Alliant Techsystems, Inc.. 

Penn Virginia Corporation, Sortat Ina, Sortat Exploration Company ...... 

wadlan Partners. LP.. PacifICorp. NERCO Oil and Gas. Inc___ 

oTR pic, Edward M. Harvey, Harvey, \nc., and Harvey kxlustrles, Inc_........ 

Ameri^n United Globa! Inc., Tenneco Inc., Case Corporation 


WMS if^strtes Inc., Bally Manufacturing Corp.. Balias Aladdin’s Castle, Inc... 

weteh. ^rson, Anderson A Stowe V. LP.. Herschel Fisher. M.D.. Fischer Mangold. F/M Sendee Co.. Doctor’s Essential.. 

Ai I TCI * Stowe V, LP., Karl G. Mangold. M.D., Fisher Mangold. F/M Service Ca and Doctor’s.. 

Corporation. GTE Corporation, Contel Cellular of Arkansas. Inc......... 

S Inc.. Emmett J. Lescroart, Cooperheat, Inc_________ 

Systems. Inc.. Nashoba Health Systems, Inc .....:.. 

BaxterComdata Holdings Corporation, Corrxiata Holdings Corp^tl^.... 

Motors Corporation. GMAC Capital Corporation_______ 

cue insurance Cornpany Ltd.. Vesta American Reinsurance Coi^ration_ 

WaL ^ Sales, Ina, SaHy Foeter Gift Wrap. L P 

Recovery Fund I. Edward D. Aster. Aster Pubttshing Coro 


General n '» cowaru u. Aster. ASier Puonshing corporation....... 

mS Financial Corporation. John Alden Financial Corporation...... 

lazer, Glibert/Robinson Holding Corp. (Debtor-irvPossesslon). Gllbert/Roblnson Holding Corp. (D^tor-kvPossesslon) 


93-0125 

93-0164 

9a-0225 

93-0230 

93-0235 

93-0057 

93-0147 

93-0162 

93-0233 

93-1536 

93-0145 

93-0205 

93-0180 

93-0212 

93-0206 

93-0214 

93-0227 

93-0228 

93-0238 

93-0240 

93-0241 

93-0245 

93-0248 

93-0256 

93-0266 

93-0219 

93-0223 

93-0244 

93-0247 

93-01218 

92-1426 


11/23/92 

11/23/92 

11/23/92 

11/23/92 

11/23/92 

11/24/92 

11/24/92 

11/24/92 

11/24/92 

11/24/94 

11/25/92 

11/25/92 

11/27/92 

11/27/92 

11/30/92 

11/30/92 

11/30/92 

11/30/92 

11/30/92 

11/30/92 

11/30/92 

11/30/92 

11/30/92 

11/30/92 

11/30/92 

12A)1/92 

12A)1/92 

12/01/92 

12A)1/92 

12/02/92 

12A)3/92 
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Transactions Granted Early Termination Between: 112392 and 120492—Continued 


Name of acquiring person, name of acquired person, name of acquired entity 


PMN No. 


Date termi¬ 
nated 


Daniel K. Frierson, Carriage Industries. Inc., Carriage Industries, Inc.. 

Deaconess Care Corporation, Billings Clinic (General Partnership), Billings Qlnic (General Partnership). 

Choctaw II Oil & Gas, Ltd., Pennzoll Company, Pennroll Exploration and Production Company.. 

Ford Motor Company. Chrysler Corporatioa Chrysler Rail Transportation Corporation. 

Lyondell Petrochemical Company, Joint Venture Limited Liability Company. Joint Venture Limited Liability Company.. 

Petroleos de Venezuela S A, Joint Venture Limited Liability Company, Joint Venture Limited Liability Company. 

Medeva PLC, Armstrong Pharmaceuticals, Inc., Armstrong Pharmaceuticals, Inc. 

ITT Corporation, The Equitable Companies Incorporated. Equi-Sher, S.D. 

Fukutake Publishing Co., Ltd., Berlitz International, IrK:., Berlitz International. Itk...... 

Golder, Thoma, Cressey Fund III Limited Partnership. Mr. Frederick B. Hunter, Fred Hunter Memorial Services. Irx:., Cremation 

Society ... 

Vereniging AEGON, American Express Company, AMEX Life Assurance Corr^Jany... 

Louisiana Land and Exploration Company, Phillips Petroleum Company, Phillips Petroleum Production Indonesia, Inc. 

Industrial Bank of Japan, Umited, Kansallis-Osake-PankW, KansaUis Finance Ltd. 

Gamer Merchant San/ices Group Umited, Forte PLC, Gardner Merchant Food Services,Inc. 

Genuine Parts Company, Estate of Gertrude R. Berry, The Berry Companies.... 

Southwestern Bel) Corporation, Southwestern Bell Corporation. Corpus Chdstl SMSA LP . 

General Electric Company, Volvo Car Finance, Inc., Volvo Car Rnance, Inc. 

General Electric Company, Eastman Kodak Company, Eastman Kodak Credit Corporation. 

The Fuji Bank, Umited. Sudbury, Inc., Wagner Castirigs Company.... 

SGK Equity Furxl, LP., Joint Venture Corporation, Joint Venture Corporation.. 

Matthew G. Stuller, Joint Venture Corporation, Joint Venture Corporation..... 


93-0034 

93-0197 

93-0217 

93-0222 

93-0185 

93-0186 

93-0237 

93-0242 

93-0249 

93-0255 

93-0278 

93-0279 

93-0286 

93-0287 

93-0293 

93-0297 

93-0304 

93-0312 

93-0327 

93-0333 

93-0334 


12/03/92 
12A)3/92 
12/03/92 i 
^2im 
12/04/92 
^2Jm 

12/04/92 

12/04/92 

12/04/92 

12/04/92 

^2Jm 

^2Jm 

^2Jm 

12A)4.^ 
12/04/92 
12/04/92 
12/04/92 
12/04/92 
12/04,^92 
12/04/92 
12/04/92 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Sandra M. Peay or Renee A. Horton, 
Contact Representatives, Federal Trade 
Commission, Premerger Notification 
Office, Bureau of Competition, room 
303, Washington, DC 20580. (202) 326- 
3100. 

By Direction of the Commission. 

Donald S. Clark, 

Secretary. 

(FR Doc. 92-30304 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am) 
BILimC CODE e750-01-M 


[Dkt 0-0405] 

Realty Computer Associates, Inc., 
d/b/a Computer Listing Service; 
Prohibited Trade Practices, and 
Affirmative Corrective Actions 

AGENCY: Federal Trade Commission. 
ACTION: Consent order. 

SUMMARY: In settlement of alleged 
violations of federal law prohibiting 
unfair acts and practices and unfair 
methods of competition, this consent 
order prohibits, among other things, a 
Missouri-based real-estate multiple 
listing service (MLS) from refusing to 
publish exclusive-agency listings, or 
restricting its members from offering 
such listings. In addition, the 
respondent is prohibited from requiring, 
as a condition of membership or use of 
its MLS. that any applicant or member 
engage in real-estate brokerage full time, 
or that any applicant or member 
maintain an office located on 
commercially zoned property or within 
the respondent’s service area. 


DATES: Complaint and Order issued 
November 23,1992.' 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Michael Miller, Chicago Regional Office, 
Federal Trade Commission, 55 East 
Monroe St.. Suite 1437, Chicago, IL 
60603. (312) 353-8156, 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
Thursday, September 10,1992, there 
was published in the Federal Register, 
57 FR 41500, a proposed consent 
agreement with analysis In the Matter of 
Realty Computer Associates, Inc., d/b/a 
Computer Listing Service, for the 
purpose of soliciting public comment. 
Interested parties were given sixty (60) 
days in which to submit comments, 
suggestions or objections regarding the 
proposed form of the order. 

No comments having been received, 
the Commission has ordered the 
issuance of the complaint in the form 
contemplated by the agreement, made 
its jurisdictional findings and entered 
an order to cease and desist, as set forth 
in the proposed consent agreement, in 
disposition of this proceeding. 

(Sec. 6. 38 Stat. 721; 15 U.S.C 46. Interprets 
or applies sec. 5, 38 Stat. 719, as amended; 

15 U.S.C. 45) 

Donald S. Clark, 

Secretary. 

(FR Doc. 92-30303 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am] 

BJLUNG CODE €75<M>1-4M 


' Copies of the Complaint and the Decision and 
Order are available from the Commission's Public 
Reference Branch, H-130,6th Street k Pennsylvania 
Avenue. NW.. Washington. DC 20580. 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES 

Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention (CDC) 

[Program Announcement 912) 

Grants for Injury Prevention and 
Control Research; Availability of 
Funds for Fiscal year 1993; 
Amendment 

A notice announcing the availability 
for Fiscal Year 1993 funds for grants to 
support Injury Prevention and Control 
Research was published in the Federal 
Register on April 29,1992 (57 FR 
18154), and amended on August 3, 
1992. (57 FR 34140). The notice is 
further amended as follows; 

On page 18156 of April 29,1992 
notice, first column, under section B., 
delete the heading “Review by senior 
Federal staff’ and insert “Review by 
Advisory Committee for Injury 
Prevention and Control.” 

All other information and 
requirements of the notice as amended 
remain the same. 

Dated: December 7,1992. 

Robert L. Foster, 

Acting Associate Director for Management 
and Operations, Centers for Disease Control 
and Invention (CDC). 

IFR Doc. 92-30228 Filed 12-11-92:8:45 am) 
BILUNQ CODE 4160-14-M 
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[Program Announcamant 913] 

Grants for Injury Control Research 
Centers and Injury Control Research 
Program Project Grants; Availability of 
Funds for Fiscal Year 1993 
Amendment 

A notice announcing the availability 
of Fiscal Year 1993'funds for grants to 
support Injury Control Research Centers 
(ICRCs) and Injury Control Research 
Program Projects (RPPGs) was published 
in the Federal Register on April 7,1992, 
[57 FR 11722), and amended on August 
3,1992 [57 FR 34140). The notice is 
further amended as follows: 

On page 11722 of the April 7,1992 
notice, third column, under the heading 
"AVAILABIUTY OF FUNDS,** following the 
first sentence insert: “An additional 
$250,000 supplement is available for a 
demonstration project at an existing 
ICRC that would provide support for 
new field studies conducted by new 
investigators.** 

On page 11723, first column, under 
the heading “PURPOSE,** insert the 
following: “I. To support training of 
new investigators through-the design 
and implementation of applied injury 
prevention and control projects as a 
component of the NCIPC’s (National 
Center for Injury Prevention and 
Control) plan to build and enhance the 
field of injury control research.** 

On page 11723, under the heading 
“PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS** following 
section B., third column, insert the 
following: 

“C. Essential Requirements for 
Applicants for a New Investigator Pilot 
Project Demonstration Supplement 

1. A nationally recognized injury 
control research center program with 
existing ties to schools of medicine, 
public health and engineering should bo 
in place to facilitate research training. 

2. A documented mechanism that 
provides for the collection, 
management, and coordination of data 
necessary for injury control studies 
should be in place. This would include: 

a. External coding of the cause of 
injury for hospital discharges; 

b. Availability of worker 
compensation records for research 
purposes; 

c. Established trauma center, 
preferably with a trauma registry, that is 
part of a research university; and 

d. Demonstrated access to. and 
linkage with, drivers* records, traffic 
safety records, and criminal justice 
system reports. 

3. An existing relationship with a 
successful statewide injury control 
program that will provide for the 

anslation of research findings into 


community-based intervention 
programs and evaluation of these injury 
control interventions should be in place. 

4. An established working 
relationship in a program for 
community involvement in injury 
control intervention and for mobilizing 
and coordinating professional groups 
and community-based organizations 
should be in place.** 

On page 11723, third column, under 
the heading “EVALUATION CRITERIA,** 
fourth and fifth sentences, delete 
“senior Federal staff* and insert ‘‘the 
Advisory Committee for Injury 
Prevention and Control.** 

On page 11724, second column, 
section B.. delete the heading ‘‘Review 
by Senior Federal Staff* and insert 
“Review by Advisory Committee for 
Injury Prevention and Control.** In the 
first sentence of this section, delete the 
words “senior Federal staff* and insert 
“the Advisory Committee for Injury 
Prevention and Control.’* 

All other information and 
requirements of the notice as amended 
remain the same. 

Dated: December 7,1992. 

Robert L. Foster, 

Acting Associate Director for Management 
and Operations, Centers for Disease Con trot 
and Prevention (CDC). 

[FR Doc. 92-30229 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am) 
BILUNQ CODE 4160-tS-4« 


Food and Drug Administration 

Antibody to Human Immunodeficiency 
Virus Type 2 (HlV-2) Reference Panel 
1; Availability 

AGENCY: Food and Drug Administration, 
HHS, 

ACTION: Notice. 

SUMMARY: The Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) is announcing the 
availability of a new FDA reference 
panel for tests intended to detect the 
antibody to Human Immunodeficiency 
Virus Type 2 (HIV-2 Reference Panel 1). 
FDA recommends that manufacturers of 
currently licensed HrV-2 and HIV-1/ 
HIV-2 test kits amend their product 
license to incorporate a lot release 
testing protocol using the HIV-2 
Reference Panel 1, 

DATES: FDA recommends that 
manufacturers amend their product 
licenses by February 12,1993. 
ADDRESSES: The HIV-2 Reference Panel 
1 is available for distribution from 
Charles O. Roberts, Food and Drug 
Administration. Center for Biologies 
Evaluation and Research (HFB-920), 
8800 Rockville Pike, Bethesda, MD 
20892. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Charles O. Roberts (address above), 301- 
227-6721. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The HIV- 
2 Reference Panel 1 is intended for the 
qualitative and semiquantitative 
evaluation of in vitro tests to detect 
antibody to HIV-2 in human serum or 
plasma. It is a regulatory test panel of 
sera designed to provide a lot release 
criterion for HIV-2 and HIV-l/HIV-2 
antibody detection kits produced by 
licensed manufacturers or by 
manufacturers pursuing licensure of 
such kits. The Center for Biologies 
Evaluation and Research will limit the 
distribution of the HIV-2 Reference 
Panel 1 to conserve these reagents when 
necessary. These reagents should not be 
used for experimental or other reference 
purposes. Since the HIV-2 Reference 
Panel 1 is now available, FDA is 
recommending that manufacturers 
amend their product licenses to 
incorporate a lot release testing protocol 
using the HIV-2 Reference Panel 1. 

Dated: December 1,1992. 

Michael R. Taylor, 

Deputy Commissioner for Policy. 

|FR Doc. 92-30190 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 ami 
.BILUNG CODE 4190-01-f 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Office of the Secretary • 

Notice of Meeting of the Exxon Valdez 
Oil Spill Public Advisory Group 

AGENCY: Office of the Secretary, Interior. 
ACTION: Notice of meeting. 

SUMMARY: The Department of the 
Interior announces a public meeting of 
the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Public 
Advisory Group to be held on January 
6 and 7,1993, at 9:30 a.m., in the first 
floor conference room. 645 “G** Street, 
Anchorage, Alaska. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Douglas Mutter, Department of the 
Interior, Office of Environmental 
Affairs, 1689 “C** Street, suite 119, 
Anchorage. Alaska (907) 271-5011. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The Public 
Advisory Group was created by 
paragraph V.A. 4 of the Memorandum of 
Agreement and Consent Decree entered 
into by the United States of America 
and the State of Alaska on August 27, 
1991, and approved by the United States 
District Court for the District of Alaska 
in settlement of United States of 
America v. State of Alaska, Civil Action 
No. A91-081 CV. This meeting will 
include: (1) A status review of the 
restoration plan and related activities; 
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(2) a discussion end recommendations 
for the 1993 restoration work plan and 
budget; and (3) reports from various 
working groups. 

Dated: December 8.1992. 
fonathan P. Deason, 

Director, Office of EnvironmentaJ Affairs. 

(FR Doc. 92-30287 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 ami 
mLUMQ CODE 43ia-acHi 


Bureau of Land Management 

IMT-07(M)3^21(M>4; M81796) 

Realty Action: Exchange, MI 

AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management, 
Butte District Office, Interior. 

ACTION: Designation of public lands in 
Beaverhead, Broadwater, Gallatin, 
Granite, Jefferson, Lewis & Clark, 
Madison, Missoula, Park and Powell 
counties, Montana, for possible transfer 
out of Federal ownership via exchange. 

SUMMARY: BLM proposes to exchange 
isolated public land tracts, with 
Clearwater Investments, Inc., an Idaho 
Corporation, as the proponent, in order 
to achieve more efficient management of 
the public land through consolidation of 
ownership and to acquire lands with 
high natural resource values. 

The following public land is being 
considered for disposal by exchange 
pursuant to section 206 of the Federal 
Land Policy and Management Act of 
October 21,1976, as amended by the 
Federal Land Exchange Facilitation Act 
of January 25,1988, 43 U.S.C. 1716. 

Principal Meridian, Montana 

Beaverhead County 

T. 5 S., R. 7 W., 

Sec. 19: SBV 4 NEV 4 

Sec. 20: EV2NWV4, SWV4NWV4, 

NWV 4 SWV 4 
T. 5 S., R. 8 W.. 

Sec. 27: SVVV 4 NBV 4 
T. 5 S., R. 14 W., 

Sec. 32: SEV 4 SWV 4 
T. 7 S.. R. 9 W.. 

Sec. 10: NEViSB^A 
T. 8 S., R. 7 W., 

Sec. 20: SWV 4 SWV 4 
T. 9 S.. R. 10 W., 

Sec 20: NEV4NWV4 
T. 10 S., R. 15 W.. 

Sec. 12: SEV4NEV4 
T. 11 S., R. 8 W., 

Sec. 9: NWV 4 NWV 4 
T. 11 S., R. 9 W.. 

Sec. 3: SWV 4 NWV 4 
T. 12 S.. R. 9 W., 

Sec 28: NEV4NEy4 
Sec. 34: NEV4NEV4 
T. 13 S., R. 4 W., 

Sec 14: NWV 4 SWV 4 
Sec. 21: SEV4SWy4 
T. 14 S., R. 3 W., 

Sec. 4: NWy4SWy4 


Sec. 15: NWV 4 NWV 4 
T. 14 S., R. 8 W., 

Sec 1: Lots 1 & 2 
Sec. 9: NWy4SBy4 
T. 14 S., R. 9 W., 

Sec. 25: SEy4NWy4 
T. 15 S., R. 11 VV., 

Sec. 22: SBViSByi 

Sec. 23: NWy4NBV4. E'ANWVi, NMzSWV., 
SWV4SWV4 
Sec 26: NWy4NWy4 
Sec 27; 

Sec. 28: N'ANE'A 

Broadwater County 

T. 3 N.. R. 1 E., 

Sec 12: NWy4 

Gallatin County 

T. 1 S., R. 1 B,, 

Sec. 14: NWy4NEy4 
T 1 $ R 2 E. 

Sea 33: EViSWV., SWV.SBV. 

T. 2 S.. R. 2 E.. 

Sec. 3: NEV.SWV. 

T. 2 N., R. 3 E.. 

Sec. 8: SEV.NEV. 

Sec. 20: NWV«, WViSWV., EVzSEVi 
T. 3 N.. R. 3 E.. 

Sea 34; SEV4SWV. 

Granite County 

T. 5 N., R. 14 W.. 

Sec. 18; S>/^iSEV«SEV4 
T. 5 N., R. 15 W., 

Sea 6: Lot 1 

Sec. 20: N'ASWV., SEV.SWV. 

Sea 30: Lote 3,4, WVzNEV., SEV.NEV., 
EVjSWV. 

T. 6 N., R. 15 W., 

Sea 26; NEV.SEV. 

Sea 35: NEV.SEV. 

T. 7 N., R. 14 W.. 

Sec. 18: Lots 2, 3, 4, EVzSWV. 

Sec. 20: S'/iSVi 

Sec. 30: NViNEV., E*/^jSWV., SEV. 

T. 7 N. R. 15 W.. 

Sec. 13; NEV.NEV. 

Sec. 24: WVjSEV., SWV. 

Sea 25; NWV.NEV., NEV.NVVV. 

Sec. 32: NWV.NWV. 

T. 9 N. R. 13 W. 

Sec. 17: NVjNVVV., SEV.NWV., NEV.SWV. 
T. 9 N.. R. 14 W.. 

Sec. 20: Lou 1. 2, WVjNEV., NEV.NWV., 
SViNWV. 

Sea 32: SEV.SEV. 

T. 11 N.. R 12 W., 

Sec. 22: NEV. 

T. 11 N., R. 14 W., 

Sea 3: Lot 11 

Sec. 6: Lots 1, 2, 3, 7, SEV.SWV., SEV. 

Sec. 18: Lots 1, 2, 7, 8 
T. 11N.,R. 16W., 

Sea 12: Lot 2 
T. 12 N R. 13 W. 

Sec. 30: LoU 2, 3,4, SVaNEV., SEV.NWV., 
EV 2 SWV., SEV. 

Jefferson County 

T. 2 N., R. 5 W., 

Sec. 14: SWV. 

Sec. 24; NWV., SEV.NEV. 

T. 7 N.. R. 3 W., 

Sec. 17: Lot 24 
T. 8 N., R. 3 W., 

Sec. 4: Lot 7 


Sea 5: Lots 31 ft 32 
Sea 7; Lot 6 
Sec. 9: SEV.NEV. 

Sea 10: Lots 1,6, 7,10,11,16 
Sea 32: NWV.NWV.NWV. 

T. 8 N., R. 4 W., 

Sea 15: SEV.SWV. 

Lewis &■ Clark County 
T. 11 N., R 5 W., 

Sea 29: Lot 9,10,11 
T. 12 N., R 6 W.. 

Sea 5: SEV.SWV. 

T. 13 N., R 6 W., 

Sea 17; SEV.SEV. 

Sec. 22: NEV.SWV. 

T. 14 N., R. 3 W., 

Sea 34: Lot 17 

Madison County 
T. 1 S., R. 2 W.. 

Sec. 18; Lot 4 
Sea 22: SViSWV. 

T. 1 S., R 3 W., 

Sec. 14: NWV. 

T. 1 S.. R 6 W., 

Sea 32: NWV. 

T. 2 S., R 5 W., 

Sec. 28: NEV., N'/iSEV. 

T. 2 S., R 1 E., 

Sec. 32: SEV.NWV. 

T. 3 S., R 1 W., 

Sea 3; Lots 1 ft 2 
Sec. 35: SWV.SWV. 

T. 3 S., R. 6 W., 

Sec. 7: Lot 4, NEV.SWV., NVjSBV. 

Sea 18; Lots 1, 2. 3, NEV.NWV. 

T. 4 S. R. 1 W. 

Sec. *2: SW^NEVi, NW'ASBVi 
T. 4 S., R 5 W., 

Sec. 13: NWViSEy# 

T. 4 S., R. 7 W., 

Sec, 22: SViSE'A 
Sec. 26: NWyiNE^A, W’/z 
T. 5 S., R. 3 W., 

Sec. 30: SyaNEVi 
T. 5 S., R 4 W., 

Sec. 6: Lot 4 
TBS R 6 W 

Sea 14: SEV.’sWV., NVzSEV., SWV.SBV. 
Sea 22: Lot 1 
T. 7 S., R 5 W., 

Sec. 26: NWV.NWV. 

T. 7 S , R 6 W., 

Sea 34: SViSWV. 

T. 7 S., R 7 W., 

Sea 2: NEV.SEV. 

Sec. 26: SEV.SWV. 

Sec. 27: NWV.SEV. 

Sec. 35: NWV.NWV. 

T. 8 S., R 4 W., 

Sec. 15: Lot 2 
T. 8 S., R 5 W., 

Sec. 15: tWV.NEV. 

Madison County continued 
T 8 S R 6 W 

Sec. 17: NWV.NEV., NEV.NWV. 

T. 9 S., R 5 W., 

Sea 17: EVjNEV. 

Sec. 29; NWV.NEV. 

T. 9 S., R 6 W., 

Sec. 1: SV 2 SWV. 

Sec. 12: SWV.SEV. 
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Missoula County 

T. 12 N.. R. 15 W.. 

Sec. 18: Lot 1. NE'/iNW’A 
T. 13 N., R. 17 W., 

Sec. 8; SW'ANE’/i. NW'ASE'4 

Park County 
T. 1 S.. R. 11 E., 

Sec. 10: WV 2 SWV 4 
T. 2 S., R. 9 E., 

Sec. 4: Lots 3, 4, SV2NWV4 
Sec. 34 : WV2SEV4 
T. 2 S.. R. 12 E.. 

Sec. 18: SEV4SEV4 
Sec. 27 : NEV4NEV4 
T. 4 S.. R. 9 E., 

Sec. 20: W'ASE’A, SE’ASE’A 
Sec. 30: Lots 3.4, EVttSW’A 
Sec. 32: NWV 4 SWV 4 
T. 1 N..R. 10 E., 

Sec. 12: E'ANE’A 
T. 5 N.. R. 9 E.. 

Sec. 20: E'A 
Sec. 32: E'AW’/i 


Powe/I County 

T. 9 N., R. 6 W., 

Sec. 20: Lot 4. E'^SEV4 
T. 9 N.. T. 7 W.. 

Sea 8: Lot 4, SV 2 SEV 4 
T. 9 N.. R. 8 W., 

Sec. 8 : WV2SWV4. SE'ASW’A. SWV4SEV4 
Sec. 10 : N*/iNWV 4 , SWV4NWV4, SEV4SWV4 
T. 9 N.. R. 9 W.. 

Sec. 14: SWV 4 NWV 4 
T. 10 N., R. 6 W.. 

Sec. 8: Lot 1, NWV 4 NWV 4 
Sec. 14: SEV 4 SEV 4 
Sec. 15: E'/iSE'A 
Sec. 34: E'/^jNE’A 
T.10N..R. 7W., 

Sec. 24: Lot 2 
T. 10 N., R. 9 W., 

Sea 4: Lots 3 & 4 
Sec. 14: WVti 

Sec. 18: Lots 1, 2,3,4, 5, 6, NEV 4 , 
NEV 4 NWV 4 , NEV 4 . SWV4, NWV 4 SEV 4 
T. 10 N.. R. 10 W., 

Sec. 12 : SE'ASW’A, SV2SEV4 
T.IO N., R. IIW., 

Sec. 14: NWV 4 SEV 4 
T. 11 N., R. 9 W., 

Sec. 34: SV 4 . SW’A, NE'A 
T.ll N..R.10W., 

Sea 18: N»/iNEV4, SEV 4 NEV 4 
T. 12 N.. R. low.. 

Sea 2: Lots 3 ft 4 
Sec. 3: WV2SWV4SEV4 
Sec. 24: Lot 1 
T. 12 N.. R. 11 W., 

Sec. 6: Lots 1 ft 4 , SEV4NWV4, SWV4NEV4 
Sec. 12: NEV4SWV4, W’/iSE’A, SEV4SEV4 
Sec. 14: WV2SWV4, SEV4SWV4. E'/t2SEV4 
Sec. 22: Lot 1 
Sec. 25: SEV4SWV4 
T. 12 N.,R. 12 W., 

Sec. 8: EViWW 
T. 13 N.. R. 11 w., 

Sec. 32: SEV4SWV4 
T. 13 N.. R. 12 W., 

9: Lots 1. 2,3,4. SWV4SWV4, Ni/iSEV« 
Sec. 15: Lot 1 

^a 22: NWV«NWV«, SE’ASWV* 

Sec. 23 : NWV4NEV4, NW'A, PWV4SWV4 
T NWV4NWV4. S’ASWV 4 

'• 14 N.,R. 13W., 


Sec. 6: Lot 2 
T. 15N.. R. 13W.. 

Sec. 32: S’ASW'A 

The lands described above are 
segregated from entry under the mining 
laws, except the mineral leasing laws, 
effective upon publication of this notice 
in the Federal Register. The segregative 
effect will terminate upon issuance of 
patent, upon publication in the Federal 
Register of termination of the 
segregation, or five years from the date 
of this publication, whichever comes 
first. 

Final determination on disposal will 
await completion of an Environmental 
Assessment. Upon completion of the 
Environmental Assessment and land use 
decision, a Notice of Realty Action shall 
be published specifying the lands to be 
exchanged and the lands to be acquired. 
DATE: For a period of 45 days from the 
date of publication in the Federal 
Register, interested parties may submit 
comments to the Butte District Manager^ 
P.O. Box 3388, Butte. MT 59702. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Detailed 
information concerning the exchange is 
available at the Butte District Office. 

Dated: December 4.1992. 
famee R. Owing 9 , 

District Manager. 

[FR Doc. 92-30244 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am) 
BtLUNQ CODE 


[UT-930-03-4333-041 

Recreation Management Reetrictions: 
Occupancy Stay Limitation 

AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management, 
Interior. 

ACTION: Policy Statement 

SUMMARY: This notice establishes 
occupancy stay limits on public lands 
managed by the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) in Utah. Notice is 
given that a person or persons may not 
occupy undeveloped public lands or 
designated sites or areas for more than 
14 days within a 28-consecutive-day 
interval. The 14-day limit may be 
reached either through a number of 
individual visits or through 14 days of 
continuous occupation during the 28- 
day interval. A 28-day interval begins 
when an occupant initially occupies a 
specific site on public land. Beyond the 
14-day period, occupation of another 
site shall not be within a 30-mile radius 
of the heretofore occupied location. 
When the 14 days have been reached, 
site occupation shall not reoccur until at 
least 14 days have expired from the last 
day of use. Under unique 
circumstances, and upon request by the 
site occupant, an authorized officer may 


give written permission for an extension 
of the 14-day limit. 

In order to protect resources, or for 
other administrative purposes, an 
authorized officer may, by posting 
notification, close a given site to 
occupancy, even if the same person or 
persons have not occupied the site for 
14-consecutive days. In this situation, 
upon notification by an authorized 
officer, campers and other occupants 
may be allowed to change to a 
reasonably proximate site within a 30- 
mile radius. 

Additionally, a person or persons may 
not keep unattended personal property 
on public lands for a period of more 
than 48 hours without written 
permission from an authorized officer, 
with the exception that vehicles may be 
parked in designated parking areas for 
up to 14 consecutive days. 

This occupancy limitation rule does 
not apply to Long Term Visitor Use 
Areas which may be so designated by 
the BLM in the future. 

DATES: This occupancy limitation rule 
will take effect January 1,1993. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Margaret S. Kelsey, Bureau of Land 
Management, Utah State Office. 324 
South State Street, suite 301, Salt Lake 
City. Utah 84111-2303. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 

ublic land occupancy limitation rule is 

eing established to reduce user 
conflicts caused by long-term 
occupancy done under a recreational 
pretense which, nevertheless, hampers 
reasonable opportunities for other 
members of Ae general public to camp 
in or use the same area. In addition, 
long-term occupancy precipitates 
vegetation trampling, erosion, wildlife 
disruption, and improper waste disposal 
among other problems, all of which 
were considered significant factors in 
the institution of this rule. 

Authority for this pubic land 
oc cupa ncy limitation rule is contained 
in CFR title 43, chapter II, part 8360; 
subparts 8364.1, 8365, 8365.1-2, 
8365.1-6, and 8365.2-3. 

Definitions 

(a) Occupation: Taking or holding 
possession of a camp or residence on 
public land. 

(b) Camp or camping: Erecting a tent 
or shelter of natural and/or synthetic 
material, preparing a sleeping bag or 
other bedding material for use, or 
parking of a motor vehicle, motor home, 
or trailer for the presumable purpose of 
overnight occupancy. 

(c) l^blic lands: Any lands or interest 
in lands owned by the United States and 
administered by the Bureau of Land 
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Management without regard to how the 
United States acquired ownership. 

(d) Authorized officer: Any employee 
of the Bureau of Land Management who 
has been assigned the authority to 
perform under Title 43 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations. 

(e) Designated sites or areas: Areas or 
sites that contain structures or capital 
improvements primarily used by the 
public for recreation purposes. Such 
sites or areas may include features such 
as: defined spaces for parking, camping 
or boat launc^ng. sanitary facilities; 
potable water; grills or fire rings; tables; 
or controlled access. 

Penalties 

Violations of this rule by a member of 
the public are punishable by a fine not 
to exceed $1000 and/or imprisonment 
not to exceed 12 months. 

G. William Lamb. 

Associate State Director. 

(FR Doc. 92-30202 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 ami 
»LUNQ CODE 4310-OCMMi 


[UT-94(M13^2ia-021 

Notice of Scoping; Road Rights-of-Way 
Under Revised Statute 2477 

AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management. 

Interior. 

action: Notice. 

SUMMARY: The Bureau of Land 
Management is preparing a report to 
Congress concerning the history, as well 
as current and future administration of 
road rights-of-way granted under the 
provisions of Revisit Statute 2477 (R$. 
2477). This statute was repealed with 
the enactment of the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act of 1976 
(Pub. L, 94-579), but valid existing 
rights were protected. The report will 
address the impacts of current and 
potential claims of R.S. 2477 rights-of- 
way and possible alternative methods 
for assessing the validity of such claims, 
and alternatives to obtaining rights-of- 
way. Public input firom all Western 
public land states and other affected 
interests is being sought. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Conference Report 102-901, which 
accompanied the 1993 Appropriations 
Act for the Department of the Interior 
and related agencies, directed the 
Department of the Interior to report to 
the appropriate Congressional 
committees on the following aspects of 
the management of RS. 2477 rights-of- 
way. Input regarding all of the 
information listed below is requested 
from all Western public land states and 
affected interests. 


1. The likely impacts of current and 
potential claims under RS. 2477 on: 
Tha management of Federal lands; 
access to Federal lands, private lands. 
State lands. Indian and Native lands; 
and multiple use activities. 

2. The current status of claims under 
R.S. 2477. 

3. Possible alternatives for assessing 
the validity of claims imder R.S. 2477. 

4. Possible alternatives to obtaining 
rights-of-way. 

Other significant aspects of the report 
include the following: 

The Bureau of Land Management has 
been charged with the preparation of 
this report, which will be completed by 
a task force based in the Utah State 
Office, and supplemented by additional 
Bureau of Land Management task force 
members from other Western public 
land states and representatives from 
other Federal land managing acencies. 

There are two phases of work 
associated with this report which must 
be submitted to Congress by May 1. 
1993. The first phase is information 
gathering, and will consist of internal 
research, requests for written input from 
the public, and scoping meetings to 
gather additional information. The 
information gathering phase will end on 
January 4.1993. Examples of the types 
of information desired include: 

—Historical information on legislative 
intent of RS. 2477 and the Federal 
Land Policy and Management Act; 
—Regulations, policy and guidance on 
handling assertions of rights under 
RS. 2477; 

—State statutes in effect since the 
passage of RS. 2477 and dates of 
repeal, if applicable; 

—Case law related to this subject; 
—Status of current claims under R.S. 
2477; 

—Imnacts on the multiple use activities 
ana management of Federal lands; 
—Alternatives for assessing the valiffity 
of claims, and anticipated impacts; 
-Alternatives for obtaining rignts-of- 
way, and anticipated impacts; 

—^Any other issues or concerns. 

The second phase is reporting, where 
public input and data collection will be 
used to prepare a draft report that will 
include legislative history, issues and 
concerns, impacts to public and private 
lands/interests, analysis of alternative 
methods of assessing the validity of RS. 
2477 claims, and alternatives to 
obtaining rights-of-way. There will be 
public hearings associated with this 
phase of the report, tentatively planned 
for March 1993, in Salt Lake City, Utah 
and Fairbanks and Anchorace. Alaska. 

Any group or individual desiring to 
provide input into the preparation of 
this report or interested in receiving a 


copy of the draft report, can be put on 
the mailing list by writing to the RS. 
2477 Project listed below. Anyone 
submitting material for the information 
gathering stage will automatically be 
added to the mailing list. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ted 
Stephenson or Terry Catlin. R.S. 2477 
Project. Utah State Office BLM. P.O. Box 
45155. Salt Lake City. Utah 84145-0155; 
Telephone (801) 539-4105. 

Ted D. StephensoQ. 

R.S. 2477 Task Force Leader. 

(FR Doc. 92-30201 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am] 
BILUNO CODE 431(MXMi 


Fish and Wildlife Service 

Convention on International Trade in 
Endangered Species of Wild Fauna 
and Rora; Conservation of the 
Rhinoceros; Twenty-Ninth Meeting of 
the Standing Committee; Public 
Meeting 

AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service. 
Interior. 

ACTION: Notice. 

SUMMARY: The world's total population 
of the live living species of rhinoceroses 
is now estimated to be less than 10.000 
in the wild and 1.000 in captivity, an 85 
percent decline since 1970, and the 
African black rhino in particular is now 
undergoing a catastrophic population 
crash. This notice requests comments on 
a number of potential ihinoceros 
conservation actions proposed for the 
consideration of party countries to the 
Ckinvention on International Trade in 
Endangered Species (CUTES), in 
preparation for a proposed meeting of 
rhinoceros range states and assistance 
donors in Kenya, in February or March. 
1993. and on both rhinoceros and other 
C3TES issues to be taken up a t the 
Twenty-Ninth Meeting of the CITES 
Standing Committee, to be held in 
Washington. DC, in March. It also 
requests comments on what action 
should be taken in response to a petition 
from two conservation organizations 
requesting certification of Asian rhino 
horn trading countries under the Pelly 
Amendment to the Fishermen's 
Protective Act. 

DATES: A public meeting will be held at 
1 p.m. on Thursday. 21 January 1993. in 
the North Penthouse. Main Interior 
Building, 18th and C Streets, NW.. 
Washington, DC. The Fish and Wildlife 
Service (Service) will consider written 
comments received by 29 January 1993. 
ADDRESSES: Comments should be 
submitted to the Director in care of the 
Chief, Office of Management Authonty, 
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4401 Fairfax Drive, room 432, Arlington, 
Virginia 22203, telefax 703-358-2281. 
for further information contact: 
Marshall P. Jones, Chief, OfRce of 
Management Authority at the above 
address, telephone 703—358—2093. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Background 

Four of the world’s five species of 
rhinos are among the most highly 
endangered of all living mammals, due 
to poaching for their exceedingly 
valuable horn, as well as the loss of 
their habitats as a result of human 
population growth throughout Africa 
and Asia. A recent report by the 
TRAFFIC Network (an international 
wildlife trade monitoring organization 
based in Cambridge, En^and) estimates 
the following remaining populations of 
each species: 

1. Javan rhino {Rhinoceros sondaisuc): 
Less than 80 animals, confined to a 
single isolated peninsula in Western 
Java, Indonesia; 

2. Sumatran rhino (Dicerorhinus 
sumatrensis): 500-900 animals, 
declining throughout its Southeast 
Asian range due to deforestation and 
hunting; 

3. Great one*homed rhino {Rhinoceros 
unicornis): About 2,000 in Nepal and 
the Indian states of Assam and West 
Bengal, hopefully stable but subject to 
periodic poaching; 

4. Black rhino [Diceros bicomis): 
Currently undergoing a catastrophic 
population decline, with even TRAFFIC 
international’s July 1992 estimate of 
2,400“already down from 3,500 a year 
ago and 65,000 in 1970-now appearing 
to he too high, based on the most recent 
reports from Zimbabwe, the country 
with the largest remaining population 
but also the highest rate of poaching; 

5. White rhino {Ceratotheriun^ 
simum): About 5,000 members of the 
Southern subspecies (C. s. simum) in 
South Africa represent the only rhino 
taxon which currently seems secure (but 
still vulnerable), and the northern 
subspecies (C.s. cottoni) has been 
reduced to less than 30 animals in a 
single park in 2^ire. 

Because of their imperiled or 
vulnerable status, in 1973 all five rhino 
species were listed in Appendix I of the 
Convention on International Trade in 
Endangered Species (CITES), and all 
except the Southern subspecies of the 
white rhino {Ceratotherium simum) are 
also now listed as endangered species 
under the U.S. Endangered Species Act. 
However, the prohibitions on 
international commercial trade 
attendant to the CITES Appendix I 
listing have not been effectively 


implemented, and rhino populations 
have continued to decline. Rhino horn 
is highly prized in North and South 
Korea, Taiwan, and China as a fever- 
reducing drug, and in Yemen for 
ceremonial dagger handles. 
Unfortunately, as rhino populations 
have plummeted the price paid for horn 
has risen, so that it is now more 
valuable than gold. Rhino range states, 
most of which are among the world’s 
oorest countries, have been unable to 
alt the activities of poachers and the 
middlemen who pay them for illegally 
taken horn. Many of the Asian rhino 
horn consumers who ultimately drive 
the cycle of poaching live in wealthier 
societies and can afford to pay ever 
higher prices for a mystically valued 
and increasing ly sca rce commodity. 

At the thira CITES Conference of the 
Parties in 1981 in India, recognizing that 
the Appendix I trade prohibitions had 
not stopped the poaching and illegal 
trade, the party countries adopted 
resolution Conf. 3.11, calling on the 
CITES Secretariat to urge both party and 
non-party countries to halt all 
international trade in rhino products. 
When it became clear that this 
resolution had not been successful, at 
the sixth Conference of the Parties in 
1987, in Ottawa, Canada, the parties 
adopted a stronger resolution Conf. 6.10, 
which called for a complete prohibition 
on all domestic and international trade 
in rhino products (other than legal 
hunting trophies); use of economic, 
political, and diplomatic pressure on 
countries continuing to allow trade; the 
destruction of all government and 
parastatal stocks of horn; increased law 
enforcement action against poachers 
and traders; encouragement of the use of 
substitutes for rhino horn; and 
development of rhino conversation 
strategies. 

Actions taken to implement the 
Ottawa resolution were also not 
sufhcient to stop the rhinos* decline. 
However, there was little opportunity 
for discussion of the rhino trade at the 
next CITES Conference in Switzerland 
in 1989, due to the time consumed by 
the debate on the status of the African 
elephant and the ivory trade. The rhino 
discussion was resumed at the 1992 
CITES Conference in Kyoto, Japan, 
where the Southern African nations 
proposed to open up legal, sustainable 
trade in rhino horn removed from living 
animals as part of a captive breeding or 
ranching operation, in conjunction with 
the sale of stockpiles of rhino horn, as 
a means of raising funds for rhino 
conservation programs. These proposals 
were rejected because the majority of 
party countries felt that they did not 
meet CITES’ criteria for such down¬ 


listing actions. Nevertheless, the parties 
enga^^ed in a general discussion of the 
critical need for further action, ranging 
from innovative methods of legalizing 
(and hopefully controlling) the trade to 
the imposition of sanctions against the 
Asian rhino horn consuming countries 
and eijtities. No agreement was reached, 
and so the issue was carried over to 
CITES committees scheduled to meet 
later in the year. 

At its June, 1992 meeting in 
Switzerland, the CITES Standing 
Committee adopted a resolution calling 
for a number of rhino conservation 
actions which are detailed below. The 
United States, as a member of the 
Standing Committee, supported the 
adoption of this resolution, and also 
participated actively in a further 
discussion of rhino alternatives at the 
July meeting of the CITES Animals 
Committee in Zimbabwe. The Animals 
Committee developed an expanded list 
of potential conservation measures 
which the parties should consider (also 
detailed below). Finally, in August, the 
Executive Director of the United Nations 
Environmental Program (UNEP), at the 
urging of the CITES Secretary General, 
decided to convene a conference of 
rhino range states and potential donors 
(both governmental and non¬ 
governmental), to take place at the 
UNEP headquarters in Nairobi. Kenya, 
in January. 1993. UNEP also decided to 
send a rhino trade expert on a mission 
to key rhino range states and 
consumers—including Zambia, 
Zimbabwe, South Africa, Namibia, Hong 
Kong, Taiwan, Korea, United Arab 
Emirates, and Yemen—^to help close 
down the trade in illegal rhino horn. He 
will also urge Yemen and Korea to 
become parties to CITES. A report 
detailing the results of the mission and 
making recommendations is expected to 
be available by January, 1993. 

The first OTES Asian Region Meeting 
was held in Thailand in early 
November. 1992. Participating countries 
expressed profound alarm at the 
precipitous decline of rhino populations 
worldwide, and called on all consuming 
countries to abide by the resolutions 
adopted at the 1987 Ottawa CITES 
Conference and at the June, 1992 
Standing Committee Meeting. 

Potential Conservation Measures, 
Including Peliy Amendment 
Certification 

The QTES Standing Committee and 
Animals Committee meetings discussed 
above each developed lists of potential 
rhino conservation actions for 
consideration by the parties. Some of 
these actions are identical to those 
recommended in the New Delhi and 
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Ottawa CITES resolutions, but others are 
new. innovative, or even 
unprecedented. The Service has already 
started an internal review of these and 
other actions which it might undertake 
to address this critical situation, and is 
actively soliciting further information 
and views from all knowledgeable 
organizations and individuals. 

In addition, on 12 November 1922, 
tlie World Wildlife Fund and the 
National Wildlife Federation submitted 
a petition to the Secretary of Interior, 
requesting that China, South Korea, 
Taiwan, and Yemen be certified to the 
President under the terms of the Pelly 
Amendment to the Fishermen's 
Protective Act because of their 
continuing involvement in the rhino 
horn trade. The petition outlines 
evidence that these nations together are 
responsible for creating the demand 
which has resulted in the death of over 
60,000 rhinos since 1944. Since this 
petition addresses actions which are 
included in the second recommendation 
of the CITES Standing Committee 
resolution, it is discussed in category 2, 
below 

T!xe CITES Standing Committee 
resolution asks all party nations to: 

1. Make the rhino trade a special 
project for Standing Committee 
activities leading up to the Ninth 
Conference of Parties (COP9): The 
twenty-ninth meeting of the Standing 
Committee will take place in 
Washington. DC, in March. 1993, and 
the Ninth Conference of the Parties will 
take place in the United States in the 
second half of 1994. As host country for 
both meetings, the United States, 
represented by the Service in close 
cooperation the Department of State, 
will strongly support efforts by the 
Standing Committee Chairman, the 
CITES Secretary General, and CITES 
party countries to keep rhino 
alternatives at the forefront of agenda 
items for each meeting. 

2. Use their influence with other party 
and non-party governments to convince 
them to constrain illegal trade and to 
acquire and destroy stockpiles of illegal 
rhino horn, with failure of trading 
governments to take such action viewed 
as a serious infraction likely to result in 
calls for trade bans or appropriate 
actions: The existence of huge 
stockpiles in Asia derived from 
poached, illegally exported horn is one 
of the greatest obstacles to gaining 
control of the current situation, whether 
the desired outcome is immediate 
cessation of all trade, tapering off of 
trade gradually during an interim 
educational and cultural adjustment 
period, or eventual institution of a new, 
legal trade. However, in view of the 


large social and economic value of th^se 
sto^piles, substantial international 
incentives or pressure will be needed to 
get governments involved to undertake 
effective registration, confiscation, or 
destruction procrams. 

On 12 NoveniDer 1992 the Presidents 
of the World Wildlife Fund and the 
National Wildlife Federation petitioned 
the Secretary of Interior to invoke the 
Pelly Amendment to the Fishermen's 
Protective Act of 1967 against these 
countries. The petition outlines 
evidence that the continuing rhino horn 
trade in these four countries has 
resulted in the death of more than 
60,000 rhinos (85 percent of the world's 
rhino population) since 1970. All four 
continue to allow internal rhino horn 
trade for medicinal purposes, or in the 
case of Yemen, for traditional dagger 
handles. Korea, Yemen, and Taiwan are 
not parties to CITES and are thus not 
bound by its trade prohibitions; China, 
while it is a CITES party, can never 
achieve any real control of imports, the 
petitioners contend, as long as it 
continues to allow a thriving internal 
trade. 

WTWF and NWF argue that this 
ongoing trade warrants certification to 
the President that these four countries 
are undermining the effectiveness of 
CITES. The Pelly Amendment calls for 
the Secretary of the Interior to make 
such a certification whenever he 
determines that the nationals of a 
country are engaged in taking or trade 
which undermines the effectiveness of 
any international program for the 
protection of endangered species; the 
legislative history of the Pelly 
Amendment specifically mentions 
CITES as one of the international 
programs covered by the law. Once 
certification is made, the President has 
discretionary authority to impose 
certain import restrictions; certification 
can be terminated only if the actions 
which precipitated the certification are 
ended. The Service seeks all available 
information about the rhinoceros trade 
and about what action the Secretary of 
the Interior should take on the 
petitioned Pelly Amendment 
certification of these four countries. 

3. Support and encourage agencies 
and countries which are working 
towards rhino conservation compatible 
with CITES: The Service is continuing 
close contacts with rhino range 
countries. Over the past three years, a 
number of Service grants to African 
nations for elephant conservation under 
the African Elephant Conservation Fund 
(AECT*) have had significant secondary 
benefits to rhino protection, through 
enhancement of anti-poaching 
capabilities; the Service is now 





considering changing the criteria for 
award of grants under the AECF during 
Fiscal Year 1993 to give priority to 
projects having rhino, as well as 
elephant, benefits. Recent Service 
contacts with African nations 
experiencing heavy poaching has 
indicated that field priorities are for 
training of anti-poa^ing forces, 
providing aircraft for surveillance and 
communications equipment, and better 
cross-border coordination of anti¬ 
poaching efforts. Asia n cou ntries, at the 
recent Asian Regional CITES Meeting, 
called for increased financial and 
technical assistance to range states. 

4. Direct the CITES Secretariat to 
collect information on the rhino trade; 
to make contacts with party and non- 
party nations to urge control of the 
trade, education of the public, and 
research on substitutes for rhino horn; 
to provide support to range countries; 
and to urge re-opening of a TRAFFIC 
office in Taiwan to monitor wildlife 
trade, including rhino horn. The UNEP- 
sponsored mission to key African and 
Asian countries, which was conceived 
after the Standing Committee meeting, 
will result in a new report on the state 
of conservation and trade, and the 
TRAFFIC Network has suggested that 
exiting information may be sufficient for 
decision-making. The Nairobi rhino 
conference will provide an opportunity 
for assessment of whether there is the 
need—or the time—for undertaking new 
studies. (See also the discussion of other 
research activities below, under the 
CITES Animals Committee 
recommendations.) The Service will 
continue to encourage the Secretariat to 
use its offices with party countries to 
effect trade controls, and will consider 
ail of the measures discussed in this 
notice to effect similar changes in non- 
parties. The U.S. has already agreed to 
consider financial support to the re¬ 
opening of the TRAFFIC office in 
Taiwan. 

Using these Standing Commmee 
recommendations as a starting point, the 
CITES Animals Committee 
recommended that CITES parties also 
consider: 

5. Undertake field Management 
actions, including endorsement of 
current dehorning and translation 
programs; support for installation of 
breeding nuclei in areas safe from 
poaching; creation of incentive systems 
for detecting poachers; use of sport¬ 
hunting as a management and revenue¬ 
enhancing technique and acceptance of 
**dehoming*‘ safaris: No Service or other 
U.S. government funds have so far been 
provided specifically for rhino 
dehoming or translocation projects in 
Africa, nor have any funds from the 
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fiscal year 1993 appropriation been 
identified which could be used for such 
projects. However, if available evidence 
indicates that dehorning or 
translocation is feasible and is likely to 
reduce the level of poaching, the Service 
could work with other agencies to 
encourage these programs. Previous 
Service grants for African Elephant 
conservation projects have included 
establishment of incentive awards for 
anti-poaching forces, undoubtedly 
benefiting rhinos as well as elephants; 
the Service could revise its African 
Elephant Conservation Fimd guidelines 
for fiscal year 1993 to emphasize 
projects which address the needs of 
both species. Regarding trophy imports, 
the Service already allows import of 
sport-hunted white rhinos taken in 
South Africa, having determined that 
these animals are not endangered and 
that the hunting program generates 
revenues which are used to enhance the 
conservation of the species. 

Consideraticm could be given to 
allowing the non-commercial import of 
rhino horn trophies taken during safaris 
where the hunter has paid to participate 
in tranquilizing and dehoming of 
animals; the trophy fees would help pay 
for the operation, and after dehorning 
animals would be released unharmed 
and hopefully undesirable to poachers. 
However, no permit applications have 
so far been received, and the Service 
needs more information on the success 
of dehorning programs. 

6. Encourage trade and law 
enforcement actions, including: 
recognition of the potential benefits of 
sanctioned trade, within a law 
enforcement framework of tight control: 
and implementation of import/export 
legislation and improved controls of 
stockpiles of rhino horn, including 
registration: Some range countries are 
reportedly considering a sale of their 
stockpiles of horn (obtained from 
animals found dead or confiscated from 
poachers) in order to gain funds needed 


is; some 
^t also temporarily 


for rhino protection i 
believe that this mig] 
depress the price for illegal horn, 
perhaps also reducing poaching. 

Without a significant change in CITES 
policy, however, such transactions 
would be considered to be serious 
QTES infractions. In addition, it is also 
possible that Asian traders dedicated to 
building their stockpiles against the day 
when ail rhinos are gone might be 
willing to buy all available legal horn 
while still financing poaching 
operations. The UNEP expert’s new 
^port on the rhino trade may shed 
further light on the possible market 
effects of such a one-time sale. An 


alternative would be acquisition of 
stockpiles by other governments or by 
private organizations desiring to remove 
them from commercial trade. The 
Service also needs more information on 
whether it should support non¬ 
commercial acquisition of stockpiles, or 
their use in highly regulated transition 
programs whi^ would provide for a 
gradual tapering off of internal 
commercial use as education programs 
proceed; as noted previously, totd 
inventory and government control of 
stockpiles would be a prerequisite in 
either case. 

Rhino horn can be periodically 
harvested from living animals, like 
vicuna wool (and unlike elephant 
ivory); the institution of a long-term, 
sustainable, legal trade from dehorned 
animals could provide a stable source of 
income for rhino conservation, provided 
dehoming does not have unintended, 
adverse effects on rhino behavior and 
survival. However, such trade would 
not be legal under the current the CITES 
Appendix I listing of all rhino species, 
and it could also reinforce demand for 
poached hom and provide the cover for 
the continuation of illegal trade. For a 
legal trade program to succeed, the long¬ 
term biological effects of dehorning 
would have to be evaluated. In addition, 
range countries would have to make a 
firm commitment to the use of revenues 
received for rhino conservation, rather 
than for the many other competing 
social and economic priorities which 
these nations face. 

Particular attention would have to be 
given to improving wildlife law 
enforcement capabilities, including 
uncompromising action against 
middlemen who put poachers into the 
field, and perhaps coordinated cross- 
border operations and/or treaties 
allowing ’’hot pursuit*’ across these 
borders. The Service strongly supports 
extradition of poachers fleeing across 
international borders; consideration 
could also be given to proposals for 
establishing regional anti-poaching 
forces which could be deployed at the 
request of countries experiencing 
critical poaching or illegal trade 
problems. Finally, rhino horn 
consuming nations could show their 
will and competence to gain control of 
their existing stockpiles and control 
future imports, whether motivated by 
the threat of multilateral or unilateral 
trade sanctions or the incentive of future 
legal trade. The Service seeks more 
information on what specific 
enforcement actions these countries 
should take. 

7. Conduct short-term research 
projects on rhino conservation and 
trade: The Service can encourage 


research projects which address 
immediate questions about the 
conservation needs and the rhino horn 
trade, in Asia as well as in Africa. The 
CITES Standing Committee Chairman 
has suggested that CITES parties should 
concentrate on “assessing the 
consequences of legalizing a controlled 
trade in horn from dehorning sources 
* * • attendant upon any COP9 
approval by parties to down-listing 
rhino hom from dehorning”, either 
through immediate new studies or 
through utilization of existing work 
already done on stockpiles, markets, etc. 
More information is needed about 
research priorities, such as assessment 
of the success of dehorning operations 
and other protection strategies, 
determining the demand for rhino hom, 
and predicting the likely outcome of 
various conservation alternatives. While 
granting the urgent need for short-term 
research, the Service also seeks 
information about how long-term 
research, the Service also seeks 
information about how long-term 
research and conservation measures 
should be developed, particularly in 
view of the length of time which may be 
required for law enforcement and 
educational programs to produce a 
reduction is demand. 

8. Initiate public awareness programs 
to promote understanding and new 
approaches, and including rhino 
conservation in all CITES seminars: The 
Service believes that public awareness 
programs must be culturally based to 
appeal to the motivations most 
appropriate for the particular society 
involved; Asian governments could 
show that they are taking responsibility 
for the effects of their rhino hom 
consumption bv immediately 
developing and. implementing 
education^ programs to bring about 
changes in the attitudes of their citizens. 
Under current conditions, the supply of 
hom will be exhausted by the 
continuing demand; the Service seeks 
information on how these countries can 
reverse this situation and reduce the 
demand before the wild populations of 
rhinos completely disappear. 

At the recent Asian QTES Regional 
Meeting, the Service participated and 
played an active role in the adoption of 
an initiative to monitor the rhino hom 
trade; Asian countries also appealed to 
all co nsuming countries to abide by 
CITES resolutions—particularly 
resolution 6.10 and (he June Standing 
Committee resolution—and cease all 
trade. This is particularly significant 
since the three rhino species native to 
Asia together exist in lower numbers 
than the two African species (though the 
gap is closing), and all of the rhino 
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poaching in Afirica or Asia is ultimately 
the result of Asian demand. The 
Service, through its close working 
relationship with the CITES Secretariat, 
the United States membership on the 
Standing Committee, and its 
participation in the Animals Committee 
and o ther meetings, will work with the 
CUES Secretariat to encourage the 
inclusion of the rhino issue in similar 
international meetings in the future. 

Twenty-Ninth Meeting of the CITES 
Standing Committee 

The Service, with the assistance of the 
Department of State, will be hosting the 
Twenty-ninth Meeting of the CITES 
Standing Committee in Washington, DC. 
from 1-5 March 1993, coinciding with 
the twentieth anniversary of the 
negotiation and signing of CITES, at a 
plenipotentiary conference in 
Washington. DC, on 3 March 1973, 

While the Standing Committee meeting 
is an executive session not open to the 
public, the Service anticipates that there 
will be a public announcement or event, 
as well as a ceremony for Standing 
Committee members and party country 
observers, to commemorate the CITES 
anniversary during the week. In 
addition, although the agenda of 
substantive issues for the meeting has 
not yet been developed, it will 
undoubtedly include rhino conservation 
options and a number of other CITES 
issues of general interest. Thus the 
Service is also seeking comments and 
suggestions on such as issues as: 
Development of new criteria for listing 
of species on CITES appendices; review 
and revision of CITES resolutions; 
regulation of wildlife trade in Italy and 
Thailand; and other ongoing CITES 
issues. The agenda for the meeting will 
be available i^m the Service’s Office of 
Management Authority (see ADDRESSES 
section) as soon as it has been received. 
It will also be distributed at the public 
meeting discussed below. 

Public Comments Solicited 

The Service requests comments from 
all interested organizations and 
individuals on all of the potential rhino 
conservation activities suggested by 
CITES committees, on the petitioned 
certifrcation of these countries under the 
Pelly Amendment, on any other rhino 
conservation measures not addressed in 
the discussion, and on the other CITES 
issues discussed above relevant to the 
Standing Committee meeting. 

Comments should be sent to the address 
given above (see ADDRESSES section) by 
29 January 1993 in order to ensure their 
consideration. The Service will also 
hold a public meeting to solicit 
information and views on these issues. 


as well as other CITES issues relevant to 
the March meeting of the CTTES 
Standing Committee, at 1 p.m. on 21 
January 1993 in the North Penthouse of 
the Main Interior Building, 1849 C 
Street, NW., Washington. DC. 

Author 

The primary author of this notice is 
Marshall P, Jones. Chief. Office of 
Management Authority (telephone 703/ 
358-2093). 

Dated: November 25,1992. 

Richard N. Smith, 

Acting Director, Fish and Wildlife Sendee, 

(FR Doc. 92-30223 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am) 
atLUNQ CODE 431<^-6S-4I 


Office of Surface Mining Reclamation 
and Enforcement 

Informactlon Collection Submitted to 
the Office of Management and Budget 
for Review Under the Paperwork 
Reduction Act 

The proposal for the collection of 
information listed below has been 
submitted to the Office of Management 
and Budget for approval under the 
provisions of the Paperwork Reduction 
Act (44 U.S.C. Chapter 35). Copies of the 
proposed collection of information and 
related forms and explanatory material 
law be obtained by contacting the 
Bureau’s clearance officer at the phone 
number listed below. Comments and 
suggestions on the requirements should 
be made directly to the Bureau 
clearance officer and to the Office of 
Management and Budget. Paperwork 
Reduction Project (1029-0063), 
Washington. £)C 20503, telephone 202- 
395-7340. 

Title: Coal; Production and Reclamation 
Fee Report, OSM-1 
OMR Number: 1029-0063 
Abstract: This Part requires the 
regulatory authority to conduct 
periodic inspections of coal mining 
activities, and prepare and maintain 
inspection reports for public review. 
This information is necessary to meet 
the requirements of the Surface 
Mining Control and Reclamation Act 
of 1977. 

Bureau Form Number: None 
Frequency: Monthly 
Description of Respondents: State 
Regulatory Authorities 
Estimated Completion Time: 4 hours 
Annual Responses: 170,580 
Annual Bu^en Hours: 622,500 
Bureau Clearance officer: John A. 
Trelease (202) 343-1475 


Dated: October 8,1992. 

John P. Mosesso. 

Chief, Division of Technical Services. 

(FR Doc. 92-30239 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 ami 
BILUNO CODE 431(M)6-«I 


Information Collection Submitted to 
the Office of Management and Budget 
for Review Under the Paperwork 
Reduction Act 

The proposal for the collection of 
information listed below has been 
submitted to the Office of Management 
and Budget for approval under the 
provisions of the Paperwork Reduction 
Act (44 U.S.C. chapter 35). Copies of the 
proposed collection of information and 
related form and explanatory material 
may be obtained by contacting the 
Bureau’s clearance officer at the phone 
number listed below. (Comments and 
suggestions on the requirement should 
be made within 30 days directly to the 
Bureau clearance officer and to the 
Office of Management and Budget, 
Paperwork Reduction Project (1029- 
0051), Washington, DC 20503, 
telephone 202-395-7340. 

Title: Permanent Program for Inspection 
and Enforcement—30 CFR part 840 
OMB Number: 1029-0051 
Abstract: In order to ensure compliance 
writh 30 CFR pcirt 870, a quarterly 
report is required of coal product for 
sale, transfer or use nationwide. 
Individual reclamation fee payment 
liability is based on this information. 
Bureau Form Number: OSM-1 
Frequency: Quarterly 
Description of Respondents: Coal mine 
and coal preparation plant operators 
Annual Responses: 15,000 
Annual Burden Hours: 4,089 
Estimated Completion Time: 16 mins 
Bureau Clearance Officer: John A. 
Trelease, (202) 343-1475. 

Dated: October 8,1992. 

John P. Mosesso, 

Chief, Division of Technical Services. 

(FR Doc. 92-30240 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am! 
BILUNO CODE 4310-06-M 


INTERSTATE COMMERCE 
COMMISSION 

[FInancB Docket No. 32035] 

Fox Valley & Western Ltd.—Exemption, 
Acquisition and Operation—Certain 
Lines of Green Bay and Western 
Railroad Co., Fox River Valley Railroad 
Corp., and the Ahnapee & Western 
Railway Co. 

AGENCY: Interstate Commerce 
Commission. 
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action: Notice of exemption. 

SUMMARY: Pursuant to 49 U.S.C. 10505, 
the Commission exempts firom the prior 
approval requirements of 49 U.S.C. 

11343 et seq., the acouisition by Fox 
Valley & Western Ltd. of substantially 
all of the assets of the Fox River Valley 
Railroad Corporation, the Green Bay and 
Western Railmad Company and its 
wholly owned subsidiary, the Ahnapee 
& Western Railway Company. 

DATES: The exemption is effective on 
December 30,1992. Petitions for stay 
must be filed by December 20,1992 and 
petitions for reconsideration must be 
filed by December 24,1*992. 

ADDRESSES: Send pleadings referring to 
Finance Docket No. 32035 to: 

(1) Office of the Secretary. Case Control 
Branch, Interstate Commerce 
Commission, Washington, DC 20423. 

(2) Petitioner’s representatives: Robert 
H. Wheeler, Oppenheimer Wolff & 
Donnelly, Two Illinois Center, 233 
North Michigan Avenue, Suite 2400, 
Chicago, IL 60601. 

and 

Janet H. Gilbert, 6250 North River Road, 
Suite 9000, P.O. Box 5062, Rosemont, 
IL 60017-5062. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Donald J. Shaw, ]r., (202) 927-5610 
[TDD for hearing impaired: (202) 927- 
57211. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Additional 
information is contained in the 
Commission’s decision. To purchase a 
copy of the full decision, write to, call, 
or pick up in person from: Dynamic 
Concepts, Inc,, room 2229, Interstate 
Commerce Commission Building, 
Washington, DC 20423. Telephone: 

(202) 289-4357/4359. (Assistance for 
the hearing-impaired is available 
through TDD services (202) 927-5721.1 
Decided: December 4, 1992. 

By the Commission, Chairman Philbin, 

Vice Chairman McDonald, Commissioners 
Simmons and Phillips. Vice Chairman 
McDonald and Commissioner Phillips 
commented with separate expressions. 
Chairman Philbin dissented with a separate 
expression. 

Sidney L, Strickland, Jr., 

Secretary, 

IFR Doc 92-30280 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am] 
WLUNG C00€ 7036-OMi 


[Finance Docket No. 32202] 

Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers 
^ard—Trackage Rights Exemptioiv— 
Southern Pacific Transportation Co* 

Southern Pacific Transportation 
Company (SPT) has agreed to extend for 


an additional 180 days, its previous 
grants of 4.7 miles of overhead trackage 
rights to Peninsula Cooridor Joint 
Powers Board (JPB) between Santa Clara 
Junction (milepost 44.0), and Tamien, 
CA (milepost 48.70).' Tlie extension 
was to become effective on or after 
December 1,1992. 

This notice is filed under 49 CFR 
1180.2(d)(7). Petitions to revoke the 
exemption under 49 U.S.C 10505(d) 
may be filed at any time. The filing of 
a petition to revoke will not stay the 
transaction. Pleadings must be filed 
with the Commission and served on: 
David J. Miller, Hanson, Bridgett, 
Marcus, Vlahos & Rudy, 333 Market St., 
suite 2300, San Francisco, CA 94105. 

As a condition to the use of this 
exemption, any employees adversely 
affected by the trackage rights will be 
protected under Norfolk and Western 
By. Co.—Trackage Rights — BN, 354 
1.C.C 605 (1978), as modified in 
Mendocino Coast By., Inc.—Lease and 
Operate, 360 I.C.C. 653 (1980). 

Dated: December 8,1992. 

By the Commission, David M. Konschnik, 
Director, Office of Proceedings. 

Sidney L. Strickland, )r., 

Secretary. 

IFR Doc. 92-30278 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am) 
BILUNQ CODE 703S-01-M 


[Finance Docket No. 32200] 

Southern Pacific Transportation 
Company—Trackage Rights 
Exemptloi>—Peninsula Corridor Joint 
Powers Board 

Peninsula Ckjrridor Joint Powers 
Board (JPB) has agreed to grant trackage 
rights to Southern Pacific 
Transportation Company (SP) over 4.7 
miles of JPB’s lines, between Santa Clara 
Junction (milepost 44.0) and Tamien 
(milepost 48.70), CA. The trackage 
rights are to be on an interim basis (for 


' SPT and JPB own parallei lines between these 
points. They recently agreed to grant limited, 90- 
day term trackage rights to each other while they 
studied the feasibility of entering into a coordinated 
use agreement to achieve more efTident freight, 
intercity passenger, and commuter train operations. 
See Finance Docket No. 32094, Penin. Coir. )L 
Powers Bd.—Tr. Rts, Exemp.--Sou. Pac. Transp. Co. 
(not printed), served July 13,1992, and Finance 
Docket No. 32091, Sou. Pac. Transp. Co.—Tr. Rts, 
Exemp.—Penin. Conr. Jt. Powers Bd. (not printedj, 
served July 13.1992. l^e term was subsequently 
extended for an additional 60-day period in Finance 
Docket No. 32159, Penin. Conr. Jt. Powers Bd.—Tr. 
Rts. Exemp.—Sou. Pac. Transp. Co. (not printed), 
served October 8,1992, and Finance Docket No. 
32161, Sou. Pac. Transp. Co.—^Tr. Rts. Exemp.— 
Penin. Coir, Jt. Powers Bd. (not printed), served 
October 7,1W2. This further extension is necessary 
because the parties have been un^e to complete 
their negotiations. JPB has agreed to grant SPT a 
similar trackage ri^ts extension in Finance Docket 
No. 3220a 


a period of 180 days) and were to 
become effective on or after December 1, 
1992, 

This grant of trackage rights is one of 
a series of transactions' that will 
facilitate freight, intercity passenger, 
and commuter service between Santa 
Clara Junction and Tamien, CA, during 
the transfer of commuter operations 
from SP to Amtrak. This notice is 
related to a notice filed in Finance 
Docket No. 32202, Peninsula Corridor 
Joint Powers Board—^Trackage Rights 
Exemption—Southern Pacific 
Transportation Company, in which SP 
is granting JPB trackage rights over SP 
lines, on an interim basis for a period 
of 180 days. 

This notice is filed under 49 CFR 
118d.2(d)(7). If the notice contains false 
or misleading information the 
exemption is void ab initio. Petitions to 
revoke the exemption under 49 U.S.C. 
10505(d) may be filed at any time. The 
filing of a petition to revoke will not 
stay the transaction. Pleadings must be 
filed with the Commission and served 
on: Gary A. Laakso, Southern Pacific 
Transportation Company, Southern 
Pacific Building, One Market Plaza, 
Room 846, San Francisco, CA 94105. 

As a condition to the use of this 
exemption, any employee affected by 
the trackage rights will be protected 
pursuant to Norfolk and Western Ry. 

Co.—^Trackage Rights—BN, 354 I.C.C 
605 (1978), as mc^ified in Mendocino 
Coast RY., Inc.—Lease and Operate, 360 
I.C.C. 653 (1980), 

Dated: December 8,1992. 


^ VeriBed notices have been filed and approved 
in Finance Docket No. 31960, Peninsula Corridor 
Joint Powers Board and San Mateo County Transit 
District—Acquisition Exemption—Southern Pacific 
Transportation Company (not printed), served 
January 17,1992. to exempt JPB's and Samtrans* 
acquisition of certain SP i^n lines; in Finance 
Docket No. 31983, Southern Pacific Transportation 
Company—^Trackage Rights Exemption—Peninsula 
Corridor Joint Powers Board and San Mateo County 
Transit District (not printed), served January 17, 
1992, to exempt JPB's and Samtrans* grant back to 
SP of trackage ri^ts over certain main line that 
they are acquiring from SP; in Finance Docket No. 
31985, Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board— 
Trackage Rights Exemption—Southern Pacific 
Transportation Company (not printed), served 
January 17,1992, to exempt SPs related grants of 
certain trackage rights to JPB; in Finance Docket No. 
32091, South^ Pacific Transportation Company— 
Trackage Rights Exemption—^Peninsula Corridor 
Joint Powers Board (not printed), served July 13, 
1992, to exempt JPB*s related grants of certain 
trackage rights to SP on an interim basis for a period 
of 90 days; and in Finance Docket No. 32094, 
Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board—Trackage 
Rights Exemptioih-^uthem Pacific Transportation 
Company (not printed), served July 13.1992, to 
exempt SP's related grants of certain trackage rights 
to JPB. also on an interim basis lor a period of 90 
days. 
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By the Commission, David M. Konschnik, 
Director, Office of Proceedings. 

Sidney L. Strickland, Jr., 

Secretary. 

(FR Doc. 92-30279 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am] 
eiLUNG CODE 7036-01-41 


DEPARTWENT OF JUSTICE 

Antitrust Division 

Notice Pursuant to the National 
Cooperative Research Act of 1984; the 
SQL Access Group, Inc. 

Notice is hereby given that, on July 
16,1992, pursuant to section 6(a) of the 
National Cooperative Research Act of 
1984,15 U.S.C 4301 et seq. ("the Act"), 
the SQL Access Group, Inc. ("the 
Group") has filed written notifications 
simultaneously with the Attorney 
General and the Federal Trade 
Commission disclosing (1) the identities 
of the parties and (2) the nature and 
objectives of the venture. The 
notifications were filed for the purpose 
of invoking the Act's provisions limiting 
the recovery of antitrust plaintiffs to 
actual damages under specified 
circumstances. Pursuant to section 6(b) 
of the Act, the identities of the parties 
and its general areas of planned activity, 
are as follows: The SQL Access Group. 
lnc„ Manchester, NH; and X/Open 
Company Limited. Reading, United 
Kingdom, are current parties to the 
venture. Current members of the SQL 
Access Group are: Apple Computer. 
Cupertino. CA; Boeing Computer 
Services, Seattle. WA; Borland 
International, Scotts Valley, CL\; British 
Telecom Research, Ipswich, Suffiolk, 
United Kingdom; Bull HN Information 
Systems, Inc., Phoenix, AZ; Cincom 
Systems, Cincinnati, OH; (3ognos 
Incorporated, Ottawa, Ontario. Canada; 
Computer Associates Int’l, Garden City. 
NY; Computer Corporation of America. 
Cambridge, MA; Digital Equipment 
Corp., Nashua, NH; E.I. DuPont de 
Nemours & Co., Inc., Newark, DE; 

Fujitsu America, Inc., San Jose, CA; 
Fulcrum Technologies. Inc., Ottawa. 
Canada; GUPTA Technologies. Menlo 
Park, CA; Hewlett Packard, Cupertino, 
CA; Information Builders, Inc., New 
York, NY; Informix Software. Inc., 

Menlo Park, CA; Ingress, Alameda, CA; 
Lotus Development (3orp., Cambridge, 
MA; Metaphor, Mountain View, CA; 
Micro Decisionware, Boulder, CO; 
Microsoft Corporation. Redmond, WA; 
Mimer Software AB, Upsala, Sweden; 
Must Software International, Norwalk, 
CT; NCR/Teradata, El Segundo, CA; 
Novell, Austin, TX; Oracle Corporation, 
Redwood Shores, CA; Progress, Bedford. 


MA; Retix, Santa Monica, CA; 
Revelation Technologies, Stanford, CT; 
Siemens Nixdorf Information Systems, 
Inc., Santa Clara, CA and Muenchen, 
Germany; Software AG, Reston, VA and 
Darmstadt, Germany; Sybase, 
Emeryville, CA; Tandem Computers, 
Inc., Cupertino, CA; Unify Corporation, 
Sacramento, CA; Unisys, San Jose, CA; 
and VMark Software. Framin^am, MA. 

The objective of the venture is to 
facilitate cooperation between X/Open 
and the Group in accordance with 
procedures established by this 
agreement with a view to generating 
jointly, and publishing (either jointly or 
separately) computer software 
specifications that may be incorporated 
in database and applications programs 
to permit applications to access 
information stored in databases, 
regardless of the computer system on 
which the application or the database is 
running. 

Joseph H. Widmar, 

Director of Operations, Antitrust Division. 

(FR Doc. 92-30243 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am) 

DILUMO CODE 4410-01-41 


DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

Employment and Training 
Administration 

[TA-W-27.722) 

Ozark Cutting Hermann, Missouri; 
Dismissal of Application for 
Reconsideration 

Pursuant to 29 CFR 90.18 an 
application for administrative 
reconsideration was filed with the 
Director of the Office of Trade 
Adjustment Assistance for workers at 
Ozark Cutting, Hermann. Missouri. The 
review indicated that the application 
contained no new substantial 
information which would bear 
importantly on the Department's 
determination. Therefore, dismissal of 
the application was issued. 

TA-W-27,722; Ozark Cutting 
Hermann, Missouri (November 25,1992) 
Signed at Washington, DC this 4th day of 
December, 1992. 

Marvin M. Fooks, 

Director, Office of Trade Adjustment 
Assistance. 

[FR Doc. 92-30164 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am) 
WLUNO CODE 4510-3(HMI 


NATIONAL INDIAN GAMING 
COMMISSION 

Fee Rates 

AGENCY: National Indian Gaming 
Commission. 

ACTION: Notice. 

SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given, 
pursuant to 25 CFR 514.1(a)(3). that the 
National Indian Gaming Commission 
has adopted preliminarily a revised 
annual fee rate of .75% for calendar year 
1992. This rate shall apply to all 
assessable gross revenues (tier 1 and tier 
2) from each class n gaming operation 
regulated by the Commission. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Fred 
W. Stuckwisch, National Indian Gaming 
Commission, 1850 M Street, NW.. suite 
250, Washington. DC 20036; telephone 
202/632-7003; fax 202/632-7066 (these 
are not toll-free numbers). 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Indian Gaming Regulatory Act 
established the National ffidian Gaming 
Commission which is charged with, 
among other things, regulating class 11 
gaming on Indian lands. 

The regulations of the Commission 
(25 CFR part 500) provide for a system 
of fee assessment and payment that is 
self-administered by the class II gaming 
operations. Pursuant to those 
regulations, the Commission is required 
to adopt and communicate assessment 
rates; the gaming operations are 
required to apply those rates to their 
revenues, compute the fees to be paid, 
report the revenues, and remit the fees 
to the Commission on a quarterly basis. 

The Commission is unable (at this 
time) to adopt a final fee rate for 
calendar year 1992 because all class II 
gaming operations regulated by the 
Commission have not reported their 
assessable gross revenues and paid their 
fees for the first three quarters of 1992. 

The regulations of the Commission 
and the rate being adopted today are 
effective for calendar year 1992. 
Therefore, all Class II gaming operations 
within the jurisdiction of the 
Commission are required to self- 
administer the provisions of these 
regulations and report and pay any fees 
that are due to the Commission before 
the end of calendar year 1992 
(December 31). 

Dated: December 9,1992. 

Anthony J. Hope, 

Chairman, National Indian Gaming 
Commission. 

(FR Doc. 92-30316 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 amj 
BILUNO CODE 756^-01-41 
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nuclear regulatory 

COMMISSION 

Studies of Plant Components Using 
Yankee-Rowe Nuclear Plant 

agency: Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission. 

action: Notice of meeting. 

SUMMARY: The staff of the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission will meet with 
the staffs of the Yankee Atomic Power 
Station, Nuclear Management and 
. Resources Council (NUMARC) and 
other members of the nuclear industry 
to discuss the possible use of the 
Yankee-Rowe Nuclear Power Station for 
studies of generic plant systems, 
structures and components to improve 
our knowledge of aging and 
degradation. 

DATE: Tuesday, January 12,1993. 

TIME: 9 a.m.-6 p.m.. 

ADDRESS: 11555 Rockville Pike, Room: 1 
F7/9, Rockville, Maryland. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Mr. Charles Z. Serpan, Jr., Chief. 

Materials Engineering Branch, Office of 
Nuclear Regulatory Research, Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, Washington DC 
20555. Telephone: (301) 492-3835. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 
meeting was originally scheduled for 
November 5,1992, but was postponed 
due to conflicting meetings. 

Aging degradation of the systems, 
structures and components (SSC) of 
nuclear power plants has been an issue 
of increased concern to operators and 
regulators of nuclear power plants in the 
recent years. The USA and virtually all 
other countries have initiated programs 
to monitor, detect, and mitigate the 
effects of aging degradation, so as to 
improve current plant operations and 
enhance plant safety. An exceptionally 
valuable resource for such studies is a 
shut-down nuclear plant; therefore, on 
July 9,1992, NRC wrote to Yankee 
Atomic Electric Co. as well as 
NUMARC, EPRI and DOE. proposing 
that NRC hold a meeting to discuss the 
possible use of the shut-down Yankee 
Rowe Nuclear Power Station as a source 
of SSC for aging degradation studies; the 
meeting described in this notice is a 
msult of that invitation. The meeting is 
expected to include a statement by the 
Yankee Atomic Electric Co. of its 
interest in this program, and the 
availability of its SSC for study. NRC 
and other participants are expected to 
m^e statements about their plans for 
aging studies, and of their interest in 
incorporating the Yankee Rowe SSC 
in 0 their plans. Other persons wishing 
to make statements at the meeting 


should inform the NRC contact person 
by January 5,1993. It is expected that 
common interests can be identified for 
future action by the parties concerned. 

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 7th day 
of December, 1992, for the Nuclear 
Regulatory Qjmmission, 

Lawrence C. Shao, 

Director, Division of Engineering, Office of 
Nuclear Eegulatory Research. 

(FR Doc. 92-30263 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am) 
BILUNQ CODE 7590-ei-<M 


OFFICE OF PERSONNEL 
MANAGEMENT 

Director’s Advisory Committee on Law 
Enforcement and Protective 
Occupations; Meeting 

AGENCY: Office of Personnel 
Management. 

ACTION: Notice of open meeting. 

SUMMARY: According to the provisions of 
section 10 of the Federal Advisory 
Committee Act (Pub. L. 92-463), notice 
is hereby given that the tenth meeting of 
the Director’s Advisory Committee on 
Law Enforcement and Protective 
Occupations will be held at the time 
and place shown below: 

DATE: December 16,1992,1:30 p.m. 
PLACE: U.S. Office of Personnel 
Management, room 5A06A, 1900 E 
Street, NW., Washington, DC, 

Less than 15 days notice is being 
given for this meeting because of a short 
deadline for completion of OPM’s study 
of pay and job evaluation issues for 
Federal firefighters. 0PM has made a 
commitment to complete this study at 
about the same time as the study of pay 
and job evaluation for Federal law 
enforcement officers. That study has a 
statutory deadline of January 1.1993. 
AGENDA: The focus of the December 16th 
meeting will be to solicit views on the 
Office of Personnel Management’s staff 
proposals for Federal firefighter pay 
reform. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Phyllis G. Foley, Director, Law 
Enforcement and Protective 
Occupations Task Force, Office of 
Compensation Policy, Personnel 
Systems and Oversight Group, Office of 
Personnel Management, room 7H30, 
1900 E Street, NW., Washington, DC 
20415. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
meeting is open to the public. If time 
pemiits, an opportunity will be 
provided for members of the public in 
attendance at the meeting to provide 
their views. Persons wishing to address 
the Advisory Committee orally at the 


meeting should submit a written request 
no later than the close of business on 
December 14.1992. The request must 
include the name and address of the 
person wishing to appear, the capacity 
in which the appearance will be made, 
a short summary of the intended 
presentation, and the amount of time 
desired. 

Office of Personnel Management. 

Douglas A. Brook, 

Acting Director. 

[FR Doc. 92-30322 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 amj 
BILUNQ CODE €325-01-41 


PENSION BENEFIT GUARANTY 
CORPORATION 

Request for 0MB Extension of 
Approval of Collection of Information 
In Single-Employer Plan Terminations 

AGENCY: Pension Benefit Guaranty 
Corporation. 

ACTION: Notice of request for extension 
of OMB approval. 

SUMMARY: The Pension Benefit Guaranty 
Corporation (”PBGC”) has requested an 
extension of approval by the Office of 
Management and Budget (“OMB”) of a 
collection of information from plan 
administrators of single-employer 
pension plans terminating under section 
4041 of the Employee Retirement 
Income Security Act of 1974 (“ERISA”), 
This information collection is contained 
in the PBGC’s termination regulations 
(29 CFR parts 2616 and 2617) and the 
implementing forms and instructions. 
The PBGC has requested expedited 
review by OMB pursuant to 5 CFR 
1320.18(g) and, Hereford, is publishing 
the revised termination forms and 
instructions with this notice. 
ADDRESSES: All written comments (at 
least three copies) should be addressed 
to: Office of Management and Budget, 
Paperwork Reduction Project (1212- 
0036), Washington, DC 20503, with a 
copy to the Pension Benefit Guaranty 
Corporation, Office of the General 
Counsel, Code 22000, 2020 K Street, 
NW., Washington, DC 20006. The 
request for extension will be available 
for public inspection at the PBGC 
Communication and Public Affairs 
Department, suite 7100, at the above 
address, between the hours of 9 a.m. 
and 4 p.m. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Harold J. Ashner, Assistant General 
Counsel, Office of the General Counsel, 
Code 22000, Pension Benefit Guaranty 
Corporation, 2020 K Street. NW., 
Washington, DC 20006, 202-77&-8850 
(202-775-1958 for TTY and TDD). 
(These are not toll-free numbers.) 
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 
(‘TRA’^) (44 U.S.C. chapter 35} 
establishes policies and procedures for 
controlling the paperwork burdens 
imposed by Federal agencies on the 
public. The Act vests the Office of 
Management and Budget (“OMB*’) with 
regulatory responsibility over these 
burdens, and OMB has promulgated 
rules on the clearance of collections of 
information by Federal agencies. 

The Single-Employer Pension Plan 
Amendments Act of 1986 {•‘SEPPAA”), 
which amended the Employee 
Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 
(“ERISA”), imposed new rules for, and 
restrictions on, the voluntary 
termination of single-employer pension 
plans. Under SEPPAA, pension plans 
covered by ERISA's title IV insurance 
program may voluntarily terminate only 
in a standard or a distress termination, 
and then only if the statutory 
prerequisites are satisfied. SEPPAA also 
mandated the submission to the Pension 
Benefit Guaranty Corporation (“PBGC”) 
of information necessary for it to 
determine whether the requirements for 
a standard or a distress termination have 
been met. ERISA's rules for voluntary 
terminations were further modified by 
the Pension Protection Act (“PPA”) (a 
part of the Omnibus Budget 
Reconciliation Act of 1987) and clarified 
in the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation 
Act of 1989. 

When the SEPPAA changes were 
enacted, the PBGC published a Notice of 
Interim Procedures (51 FR12491, April 
10,1986). That notice summarized 
SEPPAA*s requirements relating to 
terminations of single-employer pension 
plans and described the specific steps to 
be followed to terminate a pension plan 
under SEPPAA, including temporary 
changes to be made to the then-current 
termination forms. The PBGC also 
published proposed regulations to 
reflect and interpret the new statutory 
termination rules (52 FR 33318, 
September 2,1987, to be codified as 29 
CFR parts 2616 and 2617, replacing the 
previously promulgated 29 CFR parts 
2616 and 2617). When PPA was 
enacted, the PBGC published a Notice of 
Revised Termination Rules 
summarizing the PPA statutory changes 
in the termination requirements and 
describing additional temporary 
changes to be made to the termination 
forms (53 FR 1904, January 22,1988). 

On December 22,1989, the PBGC 
issued new forms that incorporated the 
statutory rules and procedures in 
SEPPAA and PPA, i.e.. Form 500 
(Standard Termination Notice, 
including Schedule EA-S, the enrolled 
actuary certification of sufficiency); 


Form 501 (Post-Distribution 
Certification for Standard 
Terminations); Form 600 (Distress 
Termination Notice of Intent to 
Terminate); and Form 601 (Distress 
Termination Notice, including Schedule 
EA-D, the enrolled actuary certific:ation) 
(see 54 FR 52904). These fcHms replaced 
the termination forms then in use and 
have been approved by OMB under 
PRA. In February 1990, to augment 
Form 500, the PBGC request^ OMB 
approval of two unnumbered forms for 
submitting information to the PBGC 
when benefits are, or may be, 
distributed through the purchase of 
irrevocable commitments from an 
insurer, in order that it might receive 
such information earlier in the 
termination prcKiess (55 FR 6138, 
February 21,1990). Finally, in May 
1992, the PBGC issued a rule requiring 
that information about the insurerfs) 
submitted with the For m 50 0 or as a 
supplement thereto (29 CFR part 2617, 
subpart E, 57 FR 22167, May 27,1992). 
Both modifications to the information 
collection were approved by OMB. 

With the promulgation of its final 
termination regulations (appearing 
elsewhere in tray's Feder^ Register) 
the PBGC has revised the existing forms 
and drafted several new forms 
(including instructions thereto) to be 
used in fulfilling the requirements 
imder the statute and PBGC's 
regulations that specified information be 
filed with the PBGC The final 
termination regulations will apply, and 
the revised terminations forms would be 
required to be used, for single-employer 
plan terminations for which a notice of 
intent to terminate is issued on or after 
January 28,1993. 

The final reflations generally 
provide for submission of required 
information in accordance with the 
termination forms and instructions (see, 
e.g., 2616.22(a)(4); 2616.24(a); 
2616.24(b)(1); 2616.29(b); 2617.25(a); 
2617.28(h)). The regulations also 
provide for submission of certain 
information in specified circumstances 
or at the request of the PBGC (see, e.g., 
2616.23(d); 2616.24(c); 2617.25(b); 
2617.26(d)). Finally, the regulations 
contain recordkeeping requirements 
(2616.9, 2617.10) that track those in the 
existing termination regulation 
(2617.23) and in section 107 of ERISA. 

The revised termination forms and 
instructions parallel the forms currently 
in use. (Most of the specific information 
called for both by the current forms and 
instructions and by the revised forms 
and instructions was included in the 
proposed version of the termination 
regulations.) However, the PBGC has 
added three new forms: (1) Form Rep- 


S (Designation of Representative- 
Standard Terminations); (2) Form Rep- 
D (Designation of Representative- 
Distress Terminations); and 3) Form 602 
(Post-Distribution Certification- 
Distress Termination). The PBGC 
developed the designation of 
representative forms in response to 
numerous requests from members of the 
public that it do so. (Also in response 
to such requests, the PBGC has decided 
not to require that the forms be 
notarized.) The post-distribution form, 
which parallels current Form 501, will 
apply only where a plan undergoing a 
distress termination is sufficient for at 
least all guaranteed benefits, and is able 
to close out in the private sector; while 
such cases will likely be rare, Form 602 
should simplify the plan administrator’s 
task in providing needed information to 
the PBGC. 

As noted above, the new and revised 
forms would be required to be used for 
plan terminations for which a notice of 
intent to terminate was issued on or 
after January 28,1993. The PBGC 
expects that the forms and instructions, 
as approved by OMB, will be published 
in the pension reporting services and be 
available for mass distribution by the 
PBGC in adequate time to be used by 
plan administrators who issue the 
notice of intent to terminate in a 
standard termination on or after that 
date; under the final regulation 
(§§ 2617.22 and 2617.25), the Form 500 
is not due until approximately 6 to 7 
months after issuance of the notice of 
intent to terminate. (The PBGC hopes 
also to have the forms available in time 
for use in distress terminations, where 
the Form 600 would have to be filed 
with the PBGC within the same time 
limits as the notice of intent to 
terminate issued to other parties 
(2616.22); plan administrators who may 
be initiating distress terminations on or 
shortly after the above efiective date 
should contact the PBGC for copies of 
Form 600.) 

The PBGC also notes that there will be 
an overlapping period of time in which 
both the old ana new sets of forms and 
instructions will be in use. Plan 
administrators of plans imdergoing 
terminations in pro^oss, i.e., 
terminations in which the noti^ of 
intent to terminate is issued prior to the 
above effective date, may continue to 
use the current forms and instructions, 

(The PBGC is requesting that OMB 

approve the current regulations and the 
implementing forms and instructions, 
without change, for use by plan 
administrators of terminations in 
progress.) Alternatively, they may um 
the revised forms and instructions; if 
they do so. they must submit completed 
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forms in accordance with the 
instructions. Plan administrators of 
plans undergoing terminations in which 
the notice of intent to terminate is 
issued on or after the above effective 
date must use the revised forms and 
instructions. 

Because the new and revised forms 
and their instructions have been drafted 
to implement the information collection 
in the final termination regulations that 
will become effective January 28,1993, 
and because their use will greatly 
simplify the termination process, the 
PBGC has requested expedited review 
by 0MB, pursuant to 5 CFR 1320.18(g). 


of the information collection 
requirements in the hnal termination 
regulations and the implementing forms 
and instructions. As part of the 
expedited review process, the PBGC is 
publishing the implementing forms and 
instructions as an attachment to this 
notice. 

The PBGC anticipates receiving 8,500 
standard terminations and 30 distress 
terminations annually. Public reporting 
burden for this collection of information 
is estimated to vary from 1.5 to 288.5 
hours per response, with an average of 
1.888 hours per response, including the 
time for reviewing instructions, 


collecting the information from existing 
data sources, completing the forms, and 
submittinglhe supplemental insurer 
notice. Additional information to be 
submitted apart from the forms and 
instructions is included in the above 
average estimate. 

Issued in Washington, DC, this 7th day of 
December, 1992. 
fames B. Lockhart III, 

Executive Director, Pension Benefit Guaranty 
Corporation. 

BiLLlNO CODE 770a-01-M 


c. 
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B 


STANDARD TERMINATION 
FILING INSTRUCTIONS 


DRAFT 


PAPERWORK REDUCTION ACT NOTICE 

The PBGC Deeds this informsUon in order to 
determine whetl^ to issue s notice of noncomplisnce 
under section 4041(bX2XQ of ERISA nullifying s 
proposed sUodard terminadoa. You are required to 
provide this infonnatioo pursuant to sectioo 4041(b) 
of ERISA and 29 CFR Part 2617. The informatioD 
provided to the PBGC may be subject to disclosufe 
under the Freedom of Infonnatioo Act and die 
Privacy Act, as iq>plicable. 

The estimated time needed to complete and file these 
standard termination forms is 1.5 hours per 
termination. This time is an estimated average time 
and will vary dqiending on the circumstances of a 
given plan. 

If you have comments cooceming the accuracy of this 
time wrfimatf or suggesdoos for making die forms 
simpler, please send your comments to Pension 
Benefit Guaranty Corporation, Office of the General 
Counsel, (Code 22000), 2020 K Street, NW, 
Washington, DC 20006-1860 and Office of 
Management and Budget, Paperwork Reduction 
Project (1212-0036), Washington, DC 20S03. 


L INTRODUCTION 

The plan administrator of a single-employer pension 
plan that (1) is covered by the PBGC insurance 
program pursuant to section 4021 of ERISA and (2) 
has sufficient assets to satisfy all benefit liabilities 
must file Form 500 and Form 501 with the PBGC in 
order to terminate the plan in a standard termination 
in accordance with the requirements of section 4041 
of ERISA and 29 CFR Part 2617. This paduge 
contains copies of these forms and detailed 
instructiooi for completing and filing them. 

Form 500 is the Standard Termination Notice that 
must be filed with dm PBGC pursuant to aectiofi 
4041(bX2) of ERISA and 29 CFR ) 2617.25 in order 


to advise the PBGC of a proposed standard 
termination and to provide various plan data. Form 
500 includes Schedule EA-S and Schedule REP-S. 

Schedule EA-S is the Standard Termination 
Certification of Sufficiency that must be used by die 
enrolled actuary or, in certain aituations, the plan 
administrator to certify dial a single-enq>loyer plan 
terminating in a standard tcrminarioo is projected to 
have sufficient assets to provide all beneht liabilities. 

Schedule REP-S is the Designadoo of Representative 
form that may be used by a plan administrator to 
designate a representative or representatives to act on 
his or her bdialf before the PBGC on some or all 
matters relating to the termination of a specified 
pension plan. Schedule REP-S also may be used to 
revoke a prior dmignatioti 

Form 501 is die Post-Distribution Certification that 
must be filed with the PBGC pursuant to section 
4041(bX3XB) of ERISA and 29 CFR } 2617.28(h) to 
certify that the distribudoo of plan assets pursuant to 
the standard terminadon was conqileted in accordance 
with secdon 4041(b) of ERISA and 29 CFR § 
2617.28(a) and (c). 

Note: A covered single-employer plan that does not 
have sufficient assets to satisfy all benefit liabilities 
can terminate voluntarily only if the contributing 
sponsor{s) and each member of the contributing 
sponsor's controlled group satiffy the requirements 
for a distress termination pursuant to section 4041(c) 
of ERISA and 29 CFR Part 2616. You must file 
Form 600 and Form 601 with Schedule EA-D with the 
PBGC in order to terminate in a distress termination. 

If, after beginning a standard termioadon proceeding, 
you determine diat the plan is insufficient for benefit 
liabilities, you slop the terminadon procew 

and nodfy die PBGC. (In very limited cifcumstances, 

die PBGC mty, upon lequeat, pennit a coovmoo of 

• staadanl tennination to a diatraa tenninatioB.) 
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Xhe niles wad procedures for tenmnstiiig s single- 
eioployer pension plan in s standard te rmin a ti on axe 
get forth in section 4041(a) and (b) of ERISA and 
29 CFR Part 2617. The plan administrator must 
follow ^^ecific steps in order to have a valid standard 
tenninstion. Thene steps include (1) issuing the 
notice of intent to terminate to each person who is (as 
of the proposed Icnnination date) an affected party at 
least 60 days and not more than 90 days before the 
proposed termination date; (2) issuing notices of plan 
benefits to plan paitidpants and beneficianes no later 
than the date the Form 500 is filed with the PBGC; 
(3) filing I complete and accurate Form 500 with the 
PBGC on or before the 120th day after the proposed 
tennination date; and (4) distributing assets to satisfy 
ill plan obligadons for benefit liabilities within a 180- 
day period after PBGC’s 60-day period for reviewing 
Form 500 ends (these rime periods may be extended 
in accoidancc with 29 CFR $$ 26l7.26(aK2) and 
2617.28). 

It is important that you follow these rules wad 
procedures, ss set forth in ERISA, PBGC’s 
regulations, and these instmerions, because foilure to 
do 80 will nullify die proposed tenninatiofi. In that 
case, if you still intend to terminate the plan, you will 
have to start the process again, beginning with 
issuance of s new notice of intent to tenninate 
establishing t new tennination date for die plan. 

Note; W?ienever the PBGC has reason to believe that 
any of these terminasion requirements have not been 
met, or in any proposed tenninatioH that will resuls in 
a reversion of residual assets to the contributing 
sponsor, the PBGC may require that additional 
irformation be submisted at such time us the PBGC 
requests in writing. 

Finally^ by no later than 50th day after 
distribution is completed, you must, in accordance 
with these instmerions, provide notice of the annuity 
contract to each participant and beneficiary receiving 
his or her b^efit through the purchase of an annuity 
contract and file Form 501 with the raGC. 


n. DEFINmONS 

As used in these instrucrions — 

"Affected party* means, widi respect to a 
terminating plan, (a) each participant; (b) each 
heneficiary of a deceased participant; (c) each 
alternate payee under an applicable qualified domestic 
relations order, as defined in section 206(d)(3) of 
HRISA; (d) each employee organization that currently 


represents any group of partkipairtt; and (e) for any 
group of participaiitB not ciine^y represented by an 
employee organization, the employee organization, if 
any, diat last represented such group of psrticipanU 
widiin the 5-year period preceding issuance of the 
notice of intent to tenninate. In connection with any 
notice required under 29 CFR Part 2617, if an 
affected party has designated in writing anodier 
person to receive the notice, any reference to the 
affected party shall be deemed to refer to the 
dfsignated person. 


"Bcoefil liabilities* means the benefttsof partietpaDts 
and their beneftciaries under the plan (within the 
meaning of section 401(a)(2) of the Code). 

*Code* means the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as 
amended. 

"Contnbuting sponsor* means the p^son entitled to 
receive a deduction under section 404(a) of the Code 
(or that would be entitled to leceive a deduction 
except for the limitarions in section 404<a)) for 
contriburioos required lo be made to the plan under 
section 302 of ERISA and secrion 412 of the Code. 

"Controlled group* means, in connecrion with any 
person, a group consisting of such person and all 
other persons under common control with such 
person, determined in accordance with 29 CFR Part 
2612. 

"Date of distribution* means (a) for beoeriu 
provided through the purchase of iirevocaNe 
commitments, the date on which the obligarion to 
ptovidt the benefit passes from the plsn lo Che 
insurer, and (b) for benefits provided other than 
through Che purchase of irrevocable commitments, the 
date on w^ch the benefits are delivered to the 
participant or boieficiary (or to another plan or 
benefit arrangement or other recipient auftiorized by 
the participant or beneficiary in accordance with 
applicable law and regulatioas) perscmally or by 
deposit with a mail or courier service (as evidenced 
by a postmaik or written receipt). 

"ERISA* means the Employee Retaremeoi Income 
Security Act of 1974, as ammdfad (29 U.S.C. 1001, 
et seq,), 

"Guiddines* means the Joint Implementirion 
Guidelines issued by the PBGC, the Department of 
the Treasury, and t^ Dq;>artmeat of La^ on May 
24,1984, Sot processing defined benefit pension plan 
terminations involving asset reversxons to the 
contributing sponsor. 


2 - 
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"Insurar* mramg & company authorized to do 
businesa aa an inaunnce carrier uzKkr the lawa of a 
state or the District of Columbia. 

"Irrefoc&ble commitmenl'* means an obligation by 
an insurer to pay benefita to a named participant or 
surviving beneficiary^ if the obligation cannot be 
cancelled under die terms of the insurance contract 
(except for fraud or mistake) without die consent of 
the participant or beneficiary and is legally 
enforceable by the participant or beneficiary. 

"M^ority owner* means» with respect to a 
contributiog sponsor of a single-employer plan, an 
individual who owns, directly, or indirectly, 50 
percent or more of (a) an unincorporated trade or 
business, (b) the capital interest or the profits interest 
of a partnership, or (c) either the voting stock of a 
corponUicHi or the value of all the stock of a 
corporatioii. For this purpose, the constructive 
ownership rules of sections 414(b) and (c) of the 
Code shall apply. 

*Mandatory employee contributions* means 
amounts contributed to the plan by a participant that 
are required as a condition of employment, as a 
condition of participation in the plan, or as a 
condition of obtaining benefits under the plan 
attributable to employer contributions. 

"Notice of intent to terminate* means the notice to 
affected parties advising each of a proposed plan 
termination, as required by section 404i(aX2) of 
ERISA and 29 CFR } 2617.22. 

"Notice of noDcompliance* means a notice issued to 
a plan administrator by the PBGC within a bCMay (or 
extended) period afier a complete standard 
termination notice has been filed, advising the plan 
administrator that the requirements for a standard 
termination have not been satisfied and that the plan 
is an ongoing plan. The 60-day review period begins 
on the day foUowing the filing of a complete standard 
termination notice and includes the 60th day. 

"Notice of plan benefits* means tibe notice to each 
participant and beneficiary required by section 
4041(bX2)(B) of ERISA and 29 CFR }§ 2617.23 and 
2617.24, describing his or her plan benefrts. 


"Participant* means— 

(a) Any individual who is currently in employment 
covered by the plan and who ia earning or retaining 
credited service under the plan, including any 
individual who is considered covered under the plan 
for purposes of meeting the minimum participation 
requirements but who, because of offset or aimiUr 
provisions, does not have any accrued benetits; 

(b) Any nonveated individual who is not currently in 
employment covered by the plan but who is earning 
or retaining credited service under the plan; and 

(c) Any individual who is retired or separated from 
employment covered by the plan and who is receiving 
benefits under the plan or is entitled to begin 
receiving benefits under the plan in the future, 
excluding any such individual to whom an insurer has 
made an irrevocable commitment to pay all the 
benefits to which the individual is entitled under the 
plan. 

"FBGC” means the Pension Benefit Guaranty 
Corporation. 

"Flan bendits" means the benefits to which a 
participant is, or may become, entitled under the 
plan*! provisions in effect as of the termination date, 
based on the participant’s accrued benefit under the 
plan as of that date. Each participant’s 'plan 
benefits* equals tiiat participant’s 'benefit liabilities,* 
and die sum of all 'plan benefits* equals the plan’s 
'benefit liabilities.* 

"Ptoposed distribution date* means the date chosen 
by the plan administrator as the tentative date for the 
distribution of plan assets pursuant to a standard 
termination. A proposed distribution date may not be 
earlier than the 61st day, nor later than the 240th 
day, following the day on which the plan 
administrator files the Form 500 with the PBGC. 

"IVoposed termination date* means the date 
qiecified as such by the plan admmistrator in die 
xKitice of intent to terminate or, if later, in the 
standard termination notice. If a plan terminates in 
a standard termination, this date becomes the 
'termination date.* A proposed termination date may 
not be earlier than the 60th day, nor later than the 
90di day, after the date of issuance of the notice of 


- 3 - 
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inteot to tominate. If the ootke of intent to 
lenninate is issued on two or more dates, the 
proposed terinination date imial be between 60 and 90 
days Mfier date of issuance. 

"Residual assets” means the pirn assets remaining 
after all bencBt liabilities and other liabilities of the 
plan have been satis5ed. 

”Sectioa 412(i) plan” means a pian denmbed an 
aectioD 412(i) of the Code and Ac regulations 
thereunder. 

"Single-emplojer fdan” means any delmed benefit 
plan (as defined in sectioD 3(35) of ERISA) that is 
not a multieinployer plan (as defined in sectioii 
4001(aX3) of ERISA). 

"Standard termiiiation” means the voluntary 
termination, in accordance wiA section 4041(b) of 
ERISA and 29 CFR Part 2617, of a singlo-eii^loyer 
plan that is able to provide for all its benefit liabilities 
when plan assets are distributed. 

"Standard terminatioa notice” means the notice 
filed with Ae PBGC pursuant to section 4041(b) of 
ERISA and 29 CFR § 2617.25, advising the PBGC 
of a proposed standard termination. PBGC Form 500 
(including Schedule EA-S and, where required, 
schedule REP-S) is Ae standard terxmnation notice. 


m. GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS 
FOR FORM 500 and FORM 501 

The PBGC win return incomplete filings. Therefore, 
the filer should assure that an appropriate respemae is 
provided for each item, as foUows: 

1. If an item requests a numeric response, a number 
must be entered. 

2. If an item provides a boa or boxes to be checked, 
written responses are not accq>table. 

3. No additions or deletions may be made to Ae 
certificatioos required to be signed by tiie plan 
administrator or enrolled actuary. 

If an item requests a date, you Aould enter two Agits 
in each box, e.g., enter •07* for July. 


Who Must Foe 

The plan administrator or the phui administrelor's 
authorized r^resentatiye must submit aU filings 
required to ht made wiA Ae PBGC. Schedule 
REP'S (PBGC Form 500) must accompany the filing 
if it is made by a re prese ntative of Ae plan 
administrator. 

Note: an authorizfid represemative may submit 

the filing and sign any caver letter, the plan 
administrator must sign the Form 500, Schedule 
REPS (where required), and Form SOI in ail oases. 
If the designated plan administrator is a board for 
similar group) composed cf employer and employee 
representatives, then at least one employer 
representative and one employee representative must 
sign the forms. If the designated plan administrator 
is other daman individual or aboard, die forms must 
be signed by an officer of the designated plan 
administrator who has the authority to sign on be)uiff 
efthat entity. Schedule EA-^ must be signed by an 
enroUed actuary unless die plan is a section 4l2(i) 
plan. In that case, the Schedule EAS must be signed 
^her by the enroUed actuary or by die plan 
administrator. 

The PBGC will accept reproductions or other 
facsimiles of theforms. However, all signature paf^ es 
require an original signature. 

What and When to FUe 

Form 500 wiA Schedule EA-S and Form 501 must 
be filed wiA Ae PBGC for all standard terminations. 

Form 500 wiA Schedule £A^ and any required 
supplemental information must be filed 
simultaneously no later than 1^ dnyn after the 
proposed terminaticMi date. 

Form 501 must be filed no later Aaa 30 days after 
completion of Ae distribution of plan assets pursuant 
to dk termination. The distribution of plan assets 
must generally be completed within 180 days after Ae 
expiration of Ae PBOC^s 60^y (or extenefod) 
review period for determining wheAer to issue a 
notice of noncompliance. (See Section VII of these 
instructions for Ae requirements for Ae distribution 
of plan assets and for extension of Ae distribution 
deadline.) 
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The filing date for a document is the date on which 
the PBGC recriTta it, provided it is received no later 
than 4 p.mu oo a weekday, other than a Federal 
holiday. Documents received after 4 p.m. or on 
weekends or Federal holidays will be deemed filed on 
the next resular business day. 

In computing time periods, begin counting on the day 
after the event occurs. If the last day of the period 
falls oo a Saturday, Sunday, or Federal holiday, then 
the period runs until the next regular business day. 

Note: The proposed termination date may be any 
day, including a Saturday, Sunday, or Federal 
holiday, and is not deemed otherwise by the 
computation rule discussed above. For example, a 
notice of intent to terminate issued Septenij>er 2, 
1992, specifies a proposed termination date cf 
October 31, 1992. The notice of intent to terminate 
was issued only 59 days, rather than the required 60 
days, brfore the proposed termination date. The fact 
that October 31st falls on Saturday does not cause the 
time periodfor this purpose to run until the following 
Monday. 

Where to File 

Any document being filed for a standard termination 
may be delivered by mail or by hand to: 

Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporadon 
Case Operations and Compliance Department 
Room 5500 (Code 45200) 

2020 K Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20006-1860 

For (Questions, IVoblems, Copies of Forms 

Plan administrators who are unsure whether their 
plans are covered by PBGC or who have other 
quesdtms or problems may contact: 


FORM 500 

Pension Benefit Guaranty Corpormtica 
Administrative Review and Technical 
Assistance Division (Code 45400) 

2020 K Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20006-1860 
Telq>hoiic: (202)778-8800 

Hearing impaired persons may telephone 
(202) 778-1958. 

These phone numbers, and all other phone numbers 
in these instructioas, are not toll-free numbers, and 
the PBGC cannot accept collect calls. 

To request copies of the forms, contact the Pension 
Benefit Guaranty Corporation's Case Operations and 
Compliance Department (Code 45200) at the same 
address shown above or by telephoning (202) 778- 
8800. 


rv. sPEcmc instructions - 

FORM 500 

Part !• Identifying Information 

la Enter the complete name of the plan as it 
appears oo the plan document 

2a Enter die name, address, and telephone 

number of the contributing sponsor. If the 
plan covers the employ tea of more than one 
contributing sponsor, enter die name of die 
contributing sponsor with the greatest 
number of participants. 

2b Enter the 9-digit employer identification 
number (EIN) assigned to the contributing 
sponsor by the Internal Revenue Service for 
income tax purposes and the 3-digit plan 
number (PN) assigned by the plan sponsor. 

2c If the EIN/PN entered in item 2b is different 
from that used in eaiiier filings with the 
PBGC (including premium and rq;x)rtable 
event filings for this plan), enter the EIN/PN 
previously reported. 
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form 500 FORM 500 


24 Enter the 4-digit industry code that you 
entered on your most recent PBGC Form 1 
(premium) filing. 

3a Filter the name, address, and telephone 
number of the individual, board, or other 
entity, if any, ^)ecifically designated as plan 
administrator by the terms of the plan or 
trust agreement. If none is so designated or 
if the contributing sponsor is so designated, 
enter "sanie". 

n. General nan Information 

4a If you are filing for an Internal Revenue 
Seivice determinatioii letter, you should 
submit that request no later than the date on 
which you file die Form 500 with the 
PBGC. The automatic extension of the 
deadline for the distribution of assets 
(described in Section VII of these 
instructions) is only available to a plan that 
files with the IRS on or before the date the 
Form 500 is filed with the PBGC. 

5a For this purpoee, "multiple employer plan* 
means a single-employer plan maintained by 
two or more contributing spooBon that are 
not members of the same controlled groiqi . 
Under such a plan, all plan assets are 
available to pay benefits to all plan 
participants and beneficiaries, regardless of 
employer. 

7 Check whichever statement(s) best describes 
any change in the organization or structure 
of the contributing sponsor that is associated 
with, or resulted in, the decision to 
terminate the plan. 

8a For this purpose, "active participants* 
includes both currently employed 
participants arul separated, nonvested 
participants who are earning or retaining 
credited service under the plan. 

^ Any currendy enqiloyed participant who you 
expect will be covered under more than one 
type of new or existing plan should be 
included in each item that appliea. 


11a The propoaed termination date entered in 
item 11a may be later than the proposed 
termination date specified in the notice of 
intent to terminate, but it may not be later 
than die 90th day after die issuance of die 
notice of intent to terminate is begun, 
die eadiest date a notice of intent to 
terminate ii issued to any affected party. 

EXAMPLE - The plan administrator begins 
issuing the notice of intent to terminate on 
September 29, 1992, and completes the 
issuance to all affected parties on October I, 
1992, specifying a proposed termination date 
63 detys later, December 3, 1992. In item 
lla, the plan administrator may specify a 
proposed termination dau of any day from 
December 3, 1992, to and including 
December 28. 1992. 

I2a Enter the earliest date any notice of intent to 
terminate g^as handed to, or deposited with 
a mail or courier service directed to, any 
affected party. 

12b Enter the latest date any notice of intent to 
laminate was handed to, or deposited with 
a mail or courier service directed to, any 
affected party. 

The "latest* date of issuance of any notice 
of intent to terminate is the date when the 
last copy is issued to any affected party 
reasonably known or discovered during the 
60-90 day period before the proposed 
termination date. It is your responsibility to 
uae your beat efforts to locate all affected 
parties by taking all necessary and 
appropriate steps under the circumstances, 
(llie discovery of additicmal affected parties 
after die above 60-90 day period will not 
cause the notice to be untimely if you could 
not reasonably have been expected to know 
of the additional affected parties and if you 
promptly issue the notice of intent to 
terminate to each additional affected party.) 
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FORM 500 

13 Enter the latest date oq which any notice of 
plan benefita was handed to, or dqxisited 
with a mail or courier service directed to, 
any affected party (other than any employee 
organiiatkn). This date can be no later than 
die date on which the plan administrator 
files the Form 500 with the PBGC. 

The "latest* date of issuance of any notice 
of plan benefita ta die date when the last 
notice ia issued to each person reasonably 
identified as being entided to a notice of 
plan benefita on or before the date of filing 
of Form 500. It ia your reqionaibility to use 
your best efforts to locate aQ persons 
endUed to a notice of plan benefits by faking 
all necessary and ap pr opri ate atepa under die 
circumstances. (Tbe diaccvery ^ additional 
parsons eitiUed to a notice of plaa benefita 
after the Form 500 ia filed with die PBGC 
will not cause such notices to be untimely if 
you could not reasonably have been expectei} 
to know of the additional persons and if you 
prompdy issue a notice of plan benefits to 
each additional perscm entided to receive 
one.) 

] 4a If the PBGC ia advised, before the 60^y 
(or extended) period in 29 CFR | 2617.26 
ends, that a formal challenge to the plan 
termination has been initiated, die PBGC 
will suspend the termination proceeding and 
will 80 advise the plan administrator in 
writing. If the PBGC is advised of a 
challenge to the termination after the tiOnlay 
(or extended) period ends but before the 
termination procedure ia concluded, the 
PBGC may suspend the termination 
proceedings and, if U does, will ao advise 
the plan administrator ia wrilmg. For this 
purpose, the following definitiona apply: 

(1) 'Formal challenge to a termination* 
means the occurrence of any of the 
following actions asseiting that the 
termination would violate the terms and 
conditions of an existing collective 
bargaining agreement: (A) the 
commencement of any procedure specified 


FORM 500 

in the collective bargaining agreemeni for 
resolving disputes under the agreement, or 
(B) die commencement of any action before 
an arbitrator, administrative agency or 
board, or court under applicable lahor- 
managemeot relations law. 

(2) 'Existing collective bargaining 
ag r e em eot* means a collective bargaining 
agreement that (A) by its tenna, (i) has not 
expired or (ii) ia extended beyond its stated 
expiration date because neither of the 
collective bargaining parties look the 
required action to terminate it, and (B) has 
not been made inoperative by judicial ruling. 

When a coUedive bargaining agreement no 
longer meets these conditions, it ceases fo be 
an 'existing collective bargaining 
a gr ee m e n t,' whether or not any or all of ita 
terms continue to apply by operation of law. 

14b If you checked 'Yes* in item 14a, attach a 
copy of the formal challenge and a statement 
showing what action was initiated, who 
initiated die action, the date it was initialed, 
and die current status of the challenge. 

15 PBGC premiums are due for each year up to 
and including the [dan year in which assets 
are distributed pursuant to the temiinarion. 

PART EDL IRREVOCABLE 
COMMITMENTS 

16a Each participant must be offered ail optkaial 
forms of befits for udiich he or she ia 
eligible under the tenna of the plan. Benefit 
liabilities may be distributed in a form other 
than an annuity (e.g., an immediate htap 
sum or rollover) only if the plao provides 
for such a diatiributiao and (1) for non- 
retired paitidpanta, die present value of the 
participant*a benefit (valued in aocordanoe 
with the rules describ^ under 'Valuation of 
Other Benefits* in the tnstr\ictiona to item 6 
of Schedule EA-S), including amounts 
previously distribute ia $3500 or less, or 
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form 500 SCHEDULE EA-S 


AfiseCs attributable to tboBt cootributioos 
muat be equitably distributed to the 
pardcipaiitB who made such ooiitiibutioos 
(see sectiop 4044(dX3) of ERISA and 29 
CFR Part 2618). 

IS Under section 4044(dX2) of ERISA, a plan 
provision permitting an employer to recover 
residual assets, or a plan amendment 
increasing the amount of such assets that 
may revert to the employer, may not be 
effective before die end of the fifth calnuiar 
year following the adoption of the 
arnfandment 

Exceptions : A plan provision providing for 
a reversion is not subject to the five-year 
rule described above if (1) such a provision 
was adopted on or before December 17, 
1987, (2) a plan that had no provision 
relating to a reversion to the employer 
adopted such a provision after December 17, 
1987, and before December 18, 1988, or (3) 
a plan that has been in effect for less than 
five years has contained such a provision 
since the effective date of the plan. 

A plan amendment increasing the amount of 
the reversion is not subject to the five-year 
rule if the amendment was adopted on or 
before December 17, 1987. 


(1) All participants and beneficiaries in the 
original plan who ire covered by the 
ongoing plan must be given advance notice 
of the transMi^doo in similar time and manner 
aa if dbe entire original plan were being 
terminated. (These notice requirements are 
also set forth at 29 CFR 2617.22 and 
2617.23.) Accordingly, you must either 
hand deliver or deliver by first-clasa mail or 
courier service to the last known address of 
each affected party (other than a collective 
bargaining r^nesentadve): (A) a notice 
describing the transaction, which must be 
issued no later dum the latest date on which 
the notice of intent to terminate is issued 
with ttspoct to foe terminating plan; and (B) 
notices of plan benefits, which must be 
issued no later than foe latest date on which 
notices of plan benefits are issued with 
respect to the terminating plan; 

(2) The plan benefits under the ongoing plan 
of paiticipanta and beneficiaries described in 
(1) above must be fully vested as of foe 
termination date of foe terminating plan; and 

(3) All plan benefits described in (2) above 
must be provided for by the purchase of 
annuity contracts that represent irrevocable 
commitments for the plan benefits of each 
participant or beneficiary. 


19i Check "Yes* if, during the 36-maDfo period 
immediatdy preceding foe proposed 
termination date, foe plan has transferred 
assets or liabilities to a newly-created*plan 
or to an existing plan or had transferred to 
it assets or liabilitiet from another plan. 


i9b 


A spin-off/tennination occurs when a single 
defined benefit plan is split into two or more 
plans, in conjunction with foe termination of 
one or more of the plans, resulting in a 
reversion of residual assets to foe employer. 
If a transfer of assets or liabilities is part of 
a q^-off/termination, generally foe 
tenninatioii would not be recognized and any 
atteoqit to recover residual assets would be 


treated aa a diversion of assets for a purpose 
other foan foe exclusive benefit of employees 
and beneficiaries, unlwm ^ requirements 
set forth in the Ouidelines are satisfied as 
follows: 


V* SPECIFIC INSTRUCTIONS - 
FORM 500, SCHEDULE EA-S 

Schedule EA-S must be used to certify foat a plan 
terminating in a standard termination is projected to 
have sufficient assets to provide all benefit liabilities 
as of the proposed distribution date, as required 
under section 4041(bX2XA) of ERISA. 

The plan administrator must file foe completed 
Schedule EA-S together with foe Form 500. The 
Schedule EA-S mast be aigned by foe enrolled 
actuary, unless foe plan is a Code section 412(i) plan. 
For a section 412(i) plan* either foe enrolled actuary 
or foe plan administrator must sign foe Schedule 
EA-S. 
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SCHEDULE EA-S SCHEDULE EA-S 


Part L Code Section 412(0 Flan 

1 Check *Yes* if this is s plan described in 

Code section 4i2(i) and eater the name and 
address of the insurer in item 2. 

Part n. Plan Sufficiency 

3 Enter the pn^weed disiribntioii date. The 
proposed distributioo date may not be earlier 
than the 61sl day, nor later than the 240di 
day, following the filing dale of the Form 
500. 

EXAMPLE * The plan administrator fiUs 
a Form 500 with the PBGC on March 30, 
1992. The earliest possible proposed 
distribution date is May 30, 19^2. The 
latest possible proposed distribution date is 
November 25, 1992. 

5 Enter the estimated fiur market value of the 
plan assets available to pay for benefits, 
valued as of the proposed distribution date. 
Plan assets available to pay for benefits 
include all plan assets remaining after 
subtracting all liabilities (other than the 
future benefit liabilities that will be provided 
when assets are distributed), liabilities 
include, e.g., benefit payments due before 
the distribution date; PBGC premiums for 
all plan yeara throu|^ and including the plan 
year in which assets are distributed; 
expenses, f&es, and other administrmdve 
costs. The enrolled actuary may include as 
a plan asset for this purpose the value of a 
commitment by a contributing qx^nsor or 
controlled group member to contribute any 
additional sums necessary to make a plan 
sufficient for all benefit liabilities, in 
accordance with the rules in 29 CFR 
} 26n.7(a). 

6 Enter die esti mated present value of benefit 
Usbilities as of the proposed distribution 
date. 


9f Aaa^itY 

The value of benefit liabilities that will be 
provided through the purchase of annuity 
contracts is the cost quoted by an insurer to 
provide such benefit liabilities (see also 
instnictionf to item 14s of Form 500). 

Note: Because Insurers may require that 
bids be exercised within a fairly short period 
of time, it may not be possible prior to filing 
the Form 500 to obtain a bid that would 
remain open until the proposed distribution 
date. Accordingly, the plan administrator is 
not required to actually obtain a bid before 
item 6 is completed. 

ValtK Qf QAg 

To value benefit liabilities that will be 
provided other than through the purchase of 
annuity contracts, the enrolled actuary must 
use an interest rate or rates determined in 
accordance with sections 41i(aXli) and 
417(eX3) of the Code and the regulationa 
thereunder. The interest rate(s) shall be 
determined aa of the date set forth in the 
plan if the plan provisioa is in accord with 
the IRS rules concerning the date aa of 
which the interest rate is determined; 
otherwise, the interest rate(s) shaO be 
determined as of the date of distribution. 
(See 26 CFR f l,417(c)-l(dX3).) 

Note: If a plan contains a provision that 
complies with •Treasury Reg. i L417(ey 
1(d)(3), the interest rate is determined by 
substituting ''date of distribution^ for 
"annuity starting date" wherever used in the 
plan. 

Generally, the rate described in sections 
41 l(sXl 1) and 417(eX3) of the Code and the 
regulations thereunder is whichever of the 
foUowing two rates or rate structures 
provides the greater benefit: (1) the rate 
specified in the plan or (2) the •applicable 
interest rate * (or, if the present value of 
vested accrued benefits exceeds $25,000 
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SCHEDULE EA-S 

using the applicable intereal rate, a rate no 
greater 120 percent of the applicable 
interest rate)« 

Note: When using the alternative 120 

percent cf the applicable interest rate, the 
resulting present value cf the vested accrued 
benefits may not be less than $25,000. 

The "applicable interest rate* is the iuterest 
rate that would be used by the PBGC for 
purposes of determining the present value of 
a lump sum distributioo on plan termination. 
Note: The appropriate drferral factors must 
be used for valuing d^erred annuities. 

The applicable mterest rates and fiu^tors are 
published at 29 CFR Part 2619, Appendix 
B, and updated in accordance with that 
regulatioaL Any change in the rates 
normally will be published in the Federal 
Register by the 15th of the month preceding 
the effective date of die new rates or as 
close to that date as circiunstances permit 

The PBGC also makes interest rate 
information available through a telephone 
hotline. The hotline number is 
(202) 778-8899. 

Note: In order to facilitate the termination 
cf a plan and distribution cf assets in a 
standard termination, a majority owner may 
agree to an alternative treatment of his or 
her benefit by foregoing the receipt of all or 
pan of the ben^t until the ben^ liabilities 
of all other plan panicipants have been 
satisfied. (In accordance with the Code and 
IRS regulations thereunder, if the present 
value of the ben^ is more than Ssjoo, the 
spouse cf the majority owner must consent to 
tfus alternative treatment cf the benefit. See 
Trea3.Reg. H 1.411 (dH and 1.417(eH ) 
An election to forego payment cf benefits is 
permitted merely to facilitate a standard 
termination; f assets become available when 
final distribution occurs, sudi assets must be 
used to satvfy the benefit liabilities of the 
majority owner befote any assets may 
revert to the contributing sponsor. See 
29 CFR i 2617.7(b). 


SCHEDULE REP^ 

7 Enter the total amount of residual asaeta. 

8 Enter that portion of the amount in item 7 
that will distributed to the employer 
pursuant to section 4044<d) of ERISA. 

9 Enter that portion of the amount in item 7 
that will be distributed to paitidpanta. 
This amount includes the amount of the 
residual assets, if any, attributable to 
mandatory employee contributioDa. (The 
sum of the amounts in item 8 and item 9 
must equal the amount in item 7.) 

10 Check "Yes* if the plan has ever required 
that participants contribute to the plan. 

If there are residual assets and the plan 
required employee cootribudona, the pordon 
of the residual assets attributable to such 
employee contribudooa must be determined 
pursuant to secdon 4044(dX3) of ERISA. 
For rules on allocating residual assets among 
pardcipanta and beneficiahea, see 29 CFR 
Part 2618. 

11 State the interest rate or rates that will be 
used to value the benefita that are to be 
distributed other than through the purchase 
of annuity contracts and the source of those 
rates, e.g., the rate specified in die plan or 
the PBGC rate(8) as of the a pp r op r iate date 
(see instrucdona to item 6, above). Include 
the deferral fiK:tor8 or rate structure that will 
be used to value the benefits for pardcipanta 
who are not immediately eligible for an 
annuity. 

VL SPECmC INSTRUCTIONS - 
FORM 500, SCHEDULE REP-S 

Schedule REP-S may be used to dnrignate a pems 
or persona to r ep res ent you before the PBGC on 
some or all matters relidiig to the terminadon of your 
pension plan. Schedule REP-S (or another 
designadon of represeatadve form) must be filed 
simultaneously with Form 500 and Schedule EA-S if 
Form 500 is submitted by a represeatadve or 
representadvea of the plan administrator. However, 
you may file Schedule REP-S at any dme that you 
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FORM 501 

wish to designate a repfesecUtive or representatives 
in connection with a standard termination. Schedule 
REP-S also Qsay be used to revoke a prior 
designation. 

Fart I. Identifying Infonnation 

The information entered in Part 1 diould he the same 
as that entered in Part I of the Form 500 tiiat yon 
filed, or are filing, with the PBGC. 

Part m. Retention/Revocation of Prior 
Designation(s) 

If you wish a pievioua designation for the saogt 
termination to remain in effect, check *Yea* in items 
7a and 7b and attach to thia schedule a copy of the 
earlier designationfs) of representative that will 
remain in effect. 

Part rv« Signature 

You, as plan administrator, must sign the Schedule 
R£P-S. (The PBGC will accept facsimiles of the 
form, but your signature must be an original)* 

Note: ff the plan adminutraUM^ is a board (or similar 
group) composed of employer and employee 
representaiives, ai least one emfdoyer representative 
and one employee representative must sign ihisfomk 
If the plan administrator is other than an individual 
or a board, this form must be signed by an officer of 
the plan administrator who has the authority to do so, 


\TI. SPECmC INSTRUCTIONS - 
FORM 501 

Form 501 is the form that must be used by the plan 
administrator to certify that the distribution of assets 
was completed in accordance with section 4041(b) of 
ERISA. You must file Form 501 with the PBGC 
within 30 days after the conqpletion of the distribution 
of assets. 

Note: Pursuant to section 4071 of ERISA, the PBGC 
may impose a civil penalty tf up to $1,000per day 
for eadi day for which the Form SOI is overdue. 
This penalty may be imposed beginning on the list 
day after the distribution is completed. 


FORM 501 

You must complete the distribution of plan assets 
within 180 days after the expiration of PBOCs 
review period for determining whether to issue a 
notice of noncompUance. Thia 180-day period may 
be extended according to die following rules: 

AufowtK ^xfeaafln 

The distribution deadline will automatically be 
extended until the 60tfa day after the plan's receipt of 
a favorable IRS determination letter, if 

(1) on or before the dale that die plan administrator 
fdee the Standard Tenntnatioo Notice (Fona 500) 
with the PBGC, the plan administrator submitted lo 
the IRS a complete request for a detennination letter 
with respect to the plan's tax-qualification status upon 
termination; 

(2) the plan administrator does not receive the IRS’s 
determination letter at least 60 days before the 
expiration of the 180-day period for distribution; and 

(3) on or before the expixatian of the ISOslay period, 
the plan administrator notifies die PBGC in writing 
that an extenrion of the diatributioo deadline is 
required and certifies that the conditions in (1) and 
(2) have been met. 

Discretionary extension 

If the plan administrator will be unable to complete 
the distribution of plan assets within the 180-day (or 
extended) period, the plan administrator may file a 
written request with the PBGC for an extension of die 
distribution deadline. The PBGC wiO not giant any 
request based on: (1) insufficient plan assets to 
provide ail benefit lialb^ties within the i80-day (or 
extended) period; (2) fiuhire to meet the requirements 
for an automatic extension; or (3) fiulure to locale all 
participants and beoeficiariee. 

The PBGC will grant a discretionary extension only 
if the PBGC is satisfied that the delay in making the 
distribution is not due to the action or inaction of die 
plan administrator or die contributing sponso r and 
distribution in fiKt be conqileted by Che date 
requested. 
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form 501 FORM 501 


The request muil be filed no Uter than 30 days 
before die expiratica of the ISO-day (or extended) 
period^ muat explam the reason for the request, and 
must provide a date certain by which the disthbution 
will be made if the extension is granted. All requests 
for extensions must be in writing addressed to: 

Manager. Standard Processing Division 
Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporadoo 
Room 5500 (Code 45300) 

2020 K Street. NW 
Washington. DC 20006-1860 

Part L Distribution Information 

Enter the PBGC Case Number. You will 
find this number on the letter that the PBGC 
sent to you acknowledging receipt of the 
Fonn 500 for this plan. 

Enter the date on which the disthbudon of 
assets was completed. 

A distribudon of assets by the purchase of 
annuity contracts occurs when the obligadoc 
for providing the benefit liabilides passes 
irrevocably from the plan to the insurer. 

A distribudon of assets in a manner other 
than by the purchase of an annuity contract 
occurs on the date on which the benefits are 
delivered to the pardcipant or beneficiary (or 
to anodier plan or benefit arrangement or 
other recipient authorized by the paidcipanl 
or beneficiary in accordance with applicable 
law and reguladona) peraonally or by depoail 
with I mail or courier service (as evidenced 
by a postmark or written receipt). 

If you have been unable to locate certain 
participants after having made a reasonable 
effort to do so. you must (excqpt as 
described below) purchase irrevocable 
commitments to provide benefits for each 
paidcipaid wim has not been located. India 
altemadve. if the benefit of any unlocataUe 
paidcipanl is valued at $3,500 or lem and 
would otherwise be distributed in slump 


sum. yon may deposit the monies that 
wouki otherwise be diatributed into m 
interest-bearing bank account opened in the 
pardcipant’f name at a federally insured 
insdtudon. In die limited case where yon 
have made every reasonable effort to locate 
missing participants and to locate tnsdtudona 
that are willing to open individual interest- 
bearing accounts, but are still unable to 
complete the distnbudon in this manner, 
then the use of a poded intereat-beaiing 
acyotmt may be appropriate. 

If such an account (individual or pooled) b 
opened, it must be maintained by a fiduciary 
whom you have designated and who 
continues to have ongoing fiduciary 
obligations to those missing plan 
participants. The fiduciary must keep clear, 
up-to-date records of each participant's 
opening balance and earnings throughout the 
life of the account and must be available to 
make every reasonable effort to assist those 
participants who do come forward to claim 
(heii benefita. 

7a As soon as practicable after a distribudon by 
the purchase of an irrevocable commitment, 
either you or the insurer must provide each 
participant and beneficiary with a copy of 
the annuity contract or a certificate showing 
the insurer's name and address and clearly 
reflecting the insurer's obligation to provide 
the participant's or beneficiary's benefit If 
such a contract or certificate is not svailiUe 
before the deadline for filing Form 501. yon 
must, no Uter dum diat deadline, provide 
each participant and beneficiary with a 
^ written notice stating: 

(1) that the obligadon for providing the 
benefit has transferred to the insurer; 

(2) Che name and address of the insurer; 

(3) the name, address, and telephone 
number of the peraon designated by tbs 
insurer to answer questioas concerning the 
annuity; and 


- 13- 
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FORM 501 

(4) that the participant or beneficiary will 
receive from the plan administrator or Che 
insurer a copy of the annuity contract or a 
certificate showing the insurer*! and 
address and clearly reflectiog the iasurer*a 
obligatum to provide the participant*! or 
beneficiary*! benefit 

8 Enter the name and address of the 
insureits), if any, that made an irrevocable 
commitment to provide benefit liabilities 
under the plan. The name must be the full 
official name of record. 


FORM 501 

9 Enter the name, addresa, and telephone 
number of the person keq>ing the plan 
recorda. The contributing sponaot or plan 
administrator must keep recorda supporting 
the calculation and vtluafion of benefits and 
assets for at least sax years altar the date the 
post-distributioo certificalion is filed. 

10 In reporting values, use the actual cost to the 
plan of the distributioa (the amount of any 
lump sum distributioo; the price paid for a 
nonparticipating annuity contract). 


- 14 - 
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FSe 1^ font viik dw PeaMoaBcMlh 
Gmtwiy CorpcnAm for • 
ilrnninr^ for wkk^ « Mdioo «# 


Do NOT fib fkm (otm wtb <lo 


Standard Termination Notice 
Single-Employer Plan Termination 


PBGC Form 500 


DRAFT 


PARTL roENTIFYlNG INTORMATIO^ 
la Plan naine_ 


b Last day of plan year ( j | 

Mama 

2a Coatributing qxxiaor 


Namo 


^munbor and Arwl^ 


Addreof 

Ciiy or town 


State 


2 ip Code” 


Te!q>hone number_\ 


Area code*" 


b Employer identificataon and plan numbera 


contributing sponaor/plan in previous fUinga with 
the PBCC» abo abow the number's) previously 
reported 


d Industry code 

3a Plan administrator (If samp> •• 2n, enter *saiDe*.) 


□ 

nTTi 1 1 

m 1 

n 

n 

n 


EmwSdjaliFN 

u 

1 M M 1 1 

□□ 1 

□ 

□ 

□ 


radifilBIN 


EatarSdiftiPN 


m 


Kama 

Company"' 


Addreia 


(number and nreet) 


City or town 


Suia 


Telephone number_ \ 

^ Coda"" Area coda*" 
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Name, addrest. and telqitMne numher of peraoa to be contacted if more infonnatioo is iwwwWi 
(If same aa 3a» eater * *8aii]e*.) 

Name ~ ~ ^ ---- 


boffiptny 

AMnm 

Cky or iow« 


(ouinbartn^ arMi) 

Sm* 




Telephone number _\ 

Atm codm 


PARTBL GENERAL IIAN INFORMATION 

4a Have you filed, or will you file, with the Internal 
Revenue Service for a determinadon letter on the 
termination of this plan? 

Yes □ No □ 


b If •Yea", enter die district: 


and filing date: j | 

MoBib Eby Y«r 

5a Is this a multiple employer plan? 

Yee □ No □ 


b If *Yes*, attach a list of the rianv^ and employer 
identification numbers of all contributing sponsors. 


6 Reason for plan termination (if more than one, 
rank in order of significance, beginning with ”1* 
for the most important) 

•_ Adverse business conditions 

b_ Plan administration too costly 

c_ Plan benedts too costly 

d_ Restructuring of retirement program 

e_ Other, specify _ 


7 Changes in contributing sponsor associated with plan 
termination 

.□ No change 

b O Reorganizadon as part of bankruptcy or 
similar proceeding 

c O Merger of existing subsidiaries or divitiofia 
not involving bankn^y 

d O Sale or closing of subsidiaries or divisions 
not involving bankruptcy 

eD Acquisition by another busmess 
fD Acquisition of another business 
Liquidation 

8 Number of plan participants 

a Active participants _ 

b Retirees or booeficiaries 

receiving benefits _ 

c Separated vested participanta 
entitled to benefits 
d Total 


9 Estimated perceat of currendy employed pardcipints 
covered under the terminated plan you expect to be 
covered under — 


a New or existing defined 
benefit plan, other Chan 

cash balance plan _ % 

b Cash balance plan 51 

c New or existing profit- 

sharing plan % 

d New or existing 401(k) 

plan * 

e New or existing sinq>lified 

enqiloyee plan • 

f Ot^ new or existing defined 
contributioo pIsa, sptdfy _• 


g No new plan _* 


2 
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10 lfitem9aor9biigreaterlhJui zero, will die types b 

and levels of bexiedU under the new or existing 
defined benefit plsn be substantislly the same as 
under the old plan for all groups of participants? 

r-D n»D 

11a Proposed terminatiofi date 

mn 

Dv Y«r 14# 

b Proposed terminatioii date stated in nodce of mleot 

to terminate (if different from lla) 


D«y Y«w 

12a Earliest date notice of intent to terminate issued to 
affected parties 


Mi«Si 1% Yw 


LUest date notice of intent to terminate issued to affected 
parties 


Mean Ymt 

Latest date notices of plan benefits issued to participants 
or beneficiaries 

oza 

Moan 1% Yav 

Has a formal challenge to the terminatioii been 
under an existing collective bargaining agreement? 

Y« □ No □ N/A □ 

If *Yes*, attach a copy of the formal challenge and a 
statement describing tl^ challenge. 

15 Have all PBGC premiums been paid to date? 

Yet □ No □ 


PART in. IRREVOCABLE COMMITMENTS 

16a May some or ail of the benefits under the plan be 
provided by the purchase of irrevocable 
commitments from an insurer or insuren? 

Yet □ No □ 


b If *Yes*, enter naitie and address of the insurer or 
insurers from whom, or (if not yet known) bom among 
whom, you intend to purchase irrevocable co mmitmen ts. 
Note: A supplemental notice may be required. 


Name (6Ui officUl fume of record) 

(outTiber 41x1 #reet)~ 


Addreai 


_ Telephone number \ 

25"So3Sr~ Area co<W~ 


City or town Suta 

ts (hit insurer licensed in t state or the District of Columbia? Yet O No Q 


ofScUi oanse of record) 

Addreia (Dumber u»d ftreet)' 


City Of towD ^ gtss - 

Is this insurer licensed in t state or die District of Columbia? Yet 


Telephone number_\ 

Area code 


□ NoD 


3 
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PART IV. RESIDUAL ASSET PLANS 

4 » 

17a Will residual assets be relurned to Che employer aa 
a result of this terminatioQ? 

Ym □ No □ 

If **So", do not complelt the real of Phrt IV; go 
to V« 

b If "Yes,” enter the estimated 

amount $_ 


18a Is there a plan provision permitting a reversion of 
residual assets to the employer? 

Yea □ No □ 

b If *Yea*» was the provision adopted prior to 
December 18» 19887 

Ym □ No □ 

c If you checked *No* in item 18b, enter 
i) Adoption date of plan provision 



19a Haa the plan been involved in a spiii-off or other transfer 
of assets or liabilitieo within the 36HnoDth period 
immediately preceding the proposed terminatioo date? 

Ye* □ No n 

b If *Yea*» have the requirements set forth in the 
Guidelines been satisfied? 

Ym □ No □ N/A □ 

i) If *Yea*, eater date« or latest dale, a deecripboo of 
the transaction(8) was issued to participants in the 
ongoing plan. 


Y«v 

ii) If *Yee*, enter date, or latest date, notkee of plan 
benefits were issued to partkipanta in the ongoing 
plan. 


Uom^k Yem 

iii) If "Yea*, have annuities been purchased or will 
annuities be purchased, Co provide all benefit 
liabilidea for participanta in the ongoing plan at the 
time of the spin-off? 

Ym □ No Q 

c If you checked ’No* or "N/A* in item 19b, attach a 
statement that describes the transactioo(8) and explains 
why the Guidelines were not, or need not have been, 
followed. 


PARTY. ITLAN ADMINISTRATOR (SJITmCATIO^ 

I, the Plan Administrator, certify that, to die best of my knowledge and belief: 

• 1 am inqilementing the terminatiofi of the plan in accordance with all applicable laws and regulatioiis; and 

- the information contained in this filing and made available to the enrolled actuary ia true, correct, and complela. 

In making this certification, I recognize knowingly and willfully making false, fictitious, or fraudulent 
statements Co the PBGC ia punishable under 18 U.S.C. 1001. 

PUo adauntefiior*! aiai (tjp« or priai^ 

PUa DolO 


4 
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Standard Termination 
CertificaUon of SuRiciency 


Plan Nsuon _ 

. . 11111 


PN:Cm 


Schedule EA-S 
(PBGC Form 500) 



draft 


PARTL CODE SECTION 412(i) PLAN 

1 Is this plan a Code section 412<i) plan? Yes Q No Q 

If "No", the °iusl complete Purl H and Put OL Do not complete item 2 or Put IV* 

If "Yes”^ itan 2 below and all of Part 11 must be completed, and either Part m or Part IV must be completed and 
signed by the plan administrator or enrolled actuary * as appropriate. 

2 Enter name and address of the insurer 

Name ~ 

(Qumtxr and a r oot ) ~ 

City or town Sui* Cod# 


PARTIL H-AN SUFnClENCY 
3 Proposed distribution date 


MonA Day Y<m 

Is the value of plan aaaeU projected to be 
sufficient as of the pix^xMed di^budon to 
provide all benefit liabilities? 

Yes □ No □ 

If ”No**, the plan cannot terminate in standard 
termination. 

Est im at e d value of plan 
AsseU as of the propoeed 
distributioo date $ 


Estimated value of 
benefit liabilidee 
as of the proposed 
distribution $ 


7 Total amount of residual assets $ 


8 Amount of residual aaaeta to be 

distributed to the employer $ 

9 Amount of residual assets to be 

distributed to participants and 
beneficiaries $ 


10 Has the plan ever required employee contributioni^ 
Y« □ No □ 


it If the amount in itan 8 is $1 miHinw or more and if 
any benefits axe to be distributed odier than through 
the purchase of ammity contracts, attach a rtstemenl 
showing intereat rmte/structure used to value the 
benefits. 
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PART ra. ENROLLED ACTUARY CERTinCATlON 
I, the ExiroUed Actuary, certify that: 

• I have reviewed ail plaa documeaU and plan and participant data, and applied all relevant provisions of ERISA, the Code 
and the legulaliaoe promulgated thereunder; * 

- to the beat of my knowledge and belief, this plants asseta equal or exceed the value of the plan*a benefit liabtlitka at of 
the propoaed diatributioQ date; and 

- to the beat of niy knowledge and belief, die infonnatioo contained in thia <irVAiU is tnie, correct, and conq>{eie. 

In makiDg thia certificatioii, 1 recognize that knowingly and willfully maldng false, fictidoua, or fraudulent •tM ti rvntw 
to the PBGC is punishable under 18 U.S.C. 1001. 


EnroUed actuary's name (typa or prioi) 


Enrolind actuary ideotiEcaboo nuad>ar 


Company 




Addfeaa 

(munlMr and ered) 

Telephcme number \ 


(^ity or town 

Stain 

2ip Codn Ana codn 


Enrolled actuary's aignatum 


Datn 



PART IV. PLAN ADMINISTRATOR CERTinCATlON FOR CODE SECTION 412(i) FLANS 
1, the Plan Administrator, certify that, to die bat of my knowledge and beiiefi 


- thia plan complice with section 412(i) of the Code and the regulations promulgated thereunder; 

* I have reviewed all plan documents and plan and participant data, and aj^lied all relevant previaons of ERISA the Code 
and the regulations promulgated thereunder; 

I 

* this plan*8 assets equal or exceed the value of the plan’s benefit liabilities as of the proposed distribution date; and 

- the information contained in this schedule is true, correct, and complete. 

In making this certificatioii, I recognize that knowingly and willfiilly malring false, fictitioita, or frauduleiii 
statements to the PBGC is punishable under 18 U.S.C. 1001. 

Piao ad nun i er atoc^t aaoM (type or priii^ 

^iaa admuuatntor'a aignatiira ” Data —— 





2 
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Schedule REP-S 
(PBGC Form 500) 




Designation of Representative 


DRAFT 


PARTL roENTIFYING INFORMATIW 
1 Plan name __ 


2 Employer identificadon and plan numbers 

3 Plan administrator 


11 I I I I I I'll rm 


Eater 9 aiffl EIN 


Ealer3 4iiitPH 


Cocrptay 


AddreM 


(oumber lod erect) ’ 


City or town 


State 


Telephone number_ \ 

Zip Coda " Area coda ’ 


PARTBL DESIGNATION OF REPRESENTATIVE(S) 


Is. 


_, plan administrator of the above-named pension plan, 

hereby appoint the following r ep reaen tative(s) to act on my behalf before the Pension Benefit Guaranty 
Coiporation on all matters (otiber than dioae q>ecifically exduded below) rdating to the termination of the 


above-named pension plan: 




Representative(s) 





Company 

Addicaa 

(munbar and aiMi) 

Telephone number \ 


City or town 

Steia 

Zip Coda Area coda 


Mime 



- 

Comptny 

Adorete 

(aumlMr and anaO 




or ton^ 


&ata 




Telenhone \ 

XnSTcSSir 
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6 Matten excluded (list say specific acts widi reqMscI lo the plan termiiiatioo that you are exchidiiif horn 
the acta otherwiae authodied in thia deaignatioo):_ 


PART nor* RETENTION/REVOCATION OF PRIOR DESIGNATION(S) 


7a Have you filed any prior de6igiiatioo(t) 
of representative for Ihifl terminatioo? 

Ye« □ No □ 


If "Yea*, do you want any such prior designatkn(s) 
of representative to remain in effect? (Attach a copy 
of all prior deaignationa that are to remain in effect) 

Yea □ No □ 


PART IV. SIGNATURE OF PLAN ADMINISTRATOR 
Note: The PBGC will not accept unagned designadoodt 

In executing thia document, I certify that the foregoing is true and correct, and recognize that knowingly and willfully makini 
false, fictitioua, or fraudulent atatrmmta to the PBGC ia punishable under 18 U.S.C. 1001, 


SigMluri 


r»tk Cif «pptic«bk) 


Type or prim fume 





SlgnAluri 



Duo 

Tnkfifuiptkabk) 


Type or prini 
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Itafta* 

hm wtt IMa B<mA 0«M«r 

CMpatiaM IMV M 

dairMiaBofMCIi ■ < 


PBGC Fona 501 


Post-Distribution Certification ***^”***1?!! S 

for Standard Termination 

DRAFT 


I M M M M rm 


partl DisTioBvncm information 

1 Plan name_ 


2 Employer identification and plan numbers 

Emar 9 dif a EZN 

3 PBGC Case number_ 

4 Date of distributioa | j | | 

Momli Dqr Y«r 

5i Were some or all of die benefits distributed 
through the purchase of irrevocable commitments 
from an insurer? 

Yet □ No □ 

b If *Ym*, wen paiticiiMiita and beaeSciaiiM 
provided with the md address of die 

insurerfs) no later than 45 days before die date of 
distribution? 

Yes □ No □ 


EmwSdiftinf 

6a Were you able to locate all paitkipanta? 

Yes □ No □ 

b If *No”, were irrevoesUe commitiiieats puichssed or 
monies deposited, as lequired? 

Yes □ No □ 

7t Has a copy of the annuity contrset, certificatep or 
written notice been provid^ to each partkipanl and 
beneficiary lecetviaf benefits m die Ibrai of 
irrevocable commitments? 

Yes □ NoQ N/A □ 

b If *Yea*» enter date, or latest dale, annuity contracts, 
certificates, or written notices were issued to 
participants and beaeficiarkK 


Moma Dqr Ymt 

Name and addiM of insnreifs), if any, from whom aoimity contracts have been poichased 


enyoTtowi 

Annuity coMract 


{auate and aiMt) 

” ^ut« 


TSpCodU 


Bsr 

fUdfcat "" 

Siy or lowo 


Tnumbw and antQ 




^^nnulty contract oumberti) 


TSpCSET 
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9 


Locadoa of plan records 


Nun* 

AddiMt 

City or tom 


(oumbor tad htpoi^ 


TclcphcXIO tniwAitf \ 

jssrsssr 


10 SummAfy of diftributioQ of benefit liabilibee 

£saa NwaberOf T9tii vrfw 

Paiticipants/Beneficiariee 

A Annuities _ $_ 

b Lump sums (other 

then rollovers) 



— consensual 

$ 


— noncoDscnsual 

$ 

c 

Rollovers 

$ 

d 

No distribution 

$ 

e 

TOTAL 

$ 


PART EL 11.AN ADMINISTIUTOR CXRTinCATION 
L the Plsn AdministmtOTp certify thsl 


- 1 hsve msde a reAsooAble effort to locAte aU pstticipAnts; 

- to the best of my knowled^ snd belief^ benefits psysUe with respect to psrticipAnts hsve been cslculsted snd vslued 
correctly in sccordsnoe with i^licsble provisioos of ERISA snd the regidstioos thereunder; 

- to the best of my knowledge snd belief* sll benefit lisbilities under the plsn hsve been sstisfied; 

- to the best of my knowledge snd belief* plsn Assets in excess of those needed to sstisfy aU benefit lisbilities hsve been 
or will be distributed in Accordance with Applicsble provisions of ERISA snd the regutations thereunder; 

- to the best of my knowledge and belief* the informAtion contsined in this filing is true* correct* and complete; and 

-1 am aware diat records supporting die calculation and valuation of benefits and assets must be kept at least six years 
after the date diis post-distribution certification is filed. 

In making this certificatioo* I recognize that knowingly and willfully making Mae* fictidoui* or fr audu lent s t at ement s to the PBGC 
is punishable under 18 U.S.C. 1001. 


Name of pUm AdminUiralor (typ« or pnolj" 
Compaay 


AildrMi 




Tdenhone number_L 

2!^ Cods AistcoSi 


issr 


City o€%omm 

fUs sdmiiumilor’i iiaiiiliafs 


2 
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DISTRESS TERMINATION 
FILING INSTRUCTIONS 


DRAFT 


paperwork reduction act notice introduction 


The PBOC needs diis informsdoa m older lo 
determine wlieCher the terminstioa qualifies ss s 
distress terminsdoo under secdoo 4041(c) of ERISA 
and 29 CFR Put 2616. You srs required to provide 
this informsdon pursuant to sectaon 4041(c) of 
ERISA and 29 cfn Pert 2616. The informsdon 
provided to the PBGC may be subject to disclosure 
under the Freedom of lafonnsdon Act sod the 
Privacy Act» as spplicsbie. 

The estimated dmes needed to complete and file these 
distress terminsdoo fonns are lis^ below. These 
times are averagea for the plana in each of the listed 
categories. These dmee will vary depending on the 
circumstances of s given plan. 

Plans with under 100 pardcipants- 
Bankruptcy or insolvency 

proceeding.29.35 hours 

Other distress criteria..43.75 hours 

Plans with 100 or more pardcipaota- 
Bankiuptcy or insotveacy 

proceeding.274.1 hours 

Other distreaa criterin........286.5 hours 

If you have commsnis oonoemi^g the accuracy of 
these time estimates or suggesdoos for malniij the 
forms simpler, please send your comments to Pmsion 
Benefit Guaranty Corporadon, Office of the General 
Counsel, (Code 22000), 2020 K Street, NW, 
Washington, DC 20006-1860 and Office of 
Management and Budael. Paperwork Reductaon 
Project (1212-0036), Washfoglon, DC 20503. 


The plan administrator of a amgle-employer peaaaon 
plan that is covered by the PBGC insurance program 
pursuant to secdon 4021 of ERISA must file Form 
6(X) and Form 601 with the PBGC in order to 
terminate the plan in a distress tenmnadon. (fo 
addidon, if the plan is suffideot for at least 
guaranteed benedta and thus closet out in die private 
sector, die plan administrator must file Form 602.) 
This package contains copies of these forms snd 
detailed instrucdona for oompledng and filing them. 
The rules and procedurea for terminadng a singlo- 
empk^rer plan in a distress terminsdoo are set forth 
in section 4041(a) and (c) of ERISA and 29 CFR PM 
2616. 

Form 6M is die Notice of fnteni to Terminate that 
must be filed with the PBGC pursuant lo secdon 
4041(sX2) of ERISA and 29 CFR S 2616.22 in order 
lo advise the PBGC of a proposed distress 
termination and lo provide various plan md ^loosor 
data. Form 600 indodea Schetbile REP-D. 

Schedule REP-D isIheDesignadonof Representadvn 
form dial may be uaed by a plan administrator lo 
(irsignate a represeotadve or representadvea to ad on 
his or her bdudf before the PBGC on some or all 
matters fdadng to the termination of a specified 
pension plan. Schedule REP-D also may be used to 
revoke a prior designation. 

Form 601 is the Distress Termination Notice that 
must be filed with the PBGC pursuant to section 
4041(c)(2KA) of ERISA and 29 CFR | 2616.24 lo 
provide informadoo demonstrating sdisfaction of die 
distress criteria and variens plan, apoosor, and 
participaaldata. Form 601 includes Schedule EA-D. 
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EA-D ii the Distress TenninstioQ Enrolled 
Actusfy Ccftificstioii that must be used by sa 
enrolled sctusry to certify die kvel of plan benefits 
that can be provided by plan assets. 

Note: A terminating plan that has sufficient asseu to 
satisfy all benffit liabilities normally should be 
terminated in a standard termination, not a distress 
termination, even ffthe contributing sponsor(s) and 
controlled group members can meet the requirements 
for a distress termination, because the standard 
termination process is faster and less costly for the 
plan. You must file Form 500 with Schedule £4-5 
and Form 501 with the PBGC in order to terminau 
in a standard termination in accordance with the 
requirements of section 4041(b) of ERISA and 29 
CFR Part 2617. 

Form 602 is the Post-Distribution CertificatioQ that 
must be filed with the PBGC pursuant to 29 CFR 
9 2616.29(b), if the plan is sufficient for at least 
guaranteed benefits (and thus closes out in the private 
sector), to certify that the distribution of plan assets 
pursuant to the distress termination was completed in 
accordance with section 4041(c) of ERISA and 29 
CFR § 2616.29(a). 

If, after beginning a distress termination proceeding, 
you find that the plan qualifies for a standard 
termination, you may be able to convert from a 
distress termination to a standard termination. In that 
event, please contact the PBGC Case Officer assigned 
to your case. 

A plan may terminate in a distress termination only 
if the following conditions are met: (1) The plan 
administrator issues the notice of intent to terminate 
to each person who is (as of the proposed termination 
date) an affected party at least 60 days and no more 
than 90 days before the proposed termination date. 
(Form 600 is to be filed with the PBGC for this 
purpose. There is no prescribed form for the notice 
of intent to terminate that must be issued to die 
other affected parties; however, the notice must meet 
the requirements set forth in 29 CFR } 2616.22.) 
(2) The PBGC determines that the contributing 
sponsorfs) and each member of each contributing 
sponsor's controlled groiq> satisfies at least one (but 
not necessarily the same one) of four statutory 
distress tests. (3) The plan administrator files a 
distress termination notice (Form 601, including a 
Schedule EA-D signed by an enrolled actuary) with 
the PBGC in a timely manner. Briefly, tl^ four 
statutory distress tests are — 


1. Liquidation in banknqptcy or insolvency 
proceedings; 

2. Reorganization in baxikruptcy or insolvency 
proceedings with court approval of the termination; 

3. Inability to pay debts when due and to continue in 
business unless a distress termination occurs; and 

4. Unreasonably burdensome pension costs due solely 
to a decline in emplo 3 axient. 

It is important that you follow the rules set forth in 
ERISA, PBGC's regulations, and these instructioos 
for terminating the plan, because fsilure to do so may 
nullify the proposed termination. 

Note: Whenever the PBGC has reason to believe that 
any of the termination requirements have not been 
met, or that it may be necessary or appropriate for 
the PBGC to institute termination or trusteeship 
proceedings pursuant to section 4042 or ERISA, the 
PBGC may require that additional information be 
submitted at such time as the PBGC requests in 
writing. 

The PBGC will trustee a plan if the plan qualifies for 
a distress termination and the PBGC determines, 
pursuant to section 4041(c)(3) of ERISA and 29 CFR 
9 2616.26, that the plan has insufficient assets to 
provide benefits guaranteed by the PBGC under 
section 4022(a) and (b) of ERISA. 

If the PBGC determines that the plan has sufficient 
assets to provide at least all guaranteed benefits, die 
PBGC will issue a distribution notice. In that case, 
the plan administrator must (1) issue a notice of 
benefit distribution in accordance with 29 CFR 
92616.27 to each participant/beneficiary no later than 
60 days after receiving the distribution notice; (2) 
file a certification with the PBGC that the notices of 
benefit distribution were issued in accor d a nc e with 
29 CFR 9 2616.27, no later than 15 days after the 
of the notices is completed; (3) m a ke a 
distribution of plan assets in accordance with 29 CFR 
9 2616.29 no earlier diat die 61st day, and no later 
than the 240di day (except as extended in accordance 
with Section DC, below), following completion of 
issuance of the notices of bwxcfit distribution; and 
(4) file a Form 602 with the PBGC within 30 days 
after the distribution of assets is completed. 
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{^ole: Whenever a plan $emuiuUa im a Sstras 
urnUnatUm withom suffMeM owctr to pay all bat^ 
liabiUties, tha coatribrning spoiuar(s) and eadt 
controlled gyvap member are Jointly and severally 
liable to the PBGC under section 4062(b) of ERISA 
for the total amount of wounded ben4fit ludfilities 
under the plan. 


ILDEFTNinONS 

Aa used in dieae instnictiofif-- 

"Affected party” means the PBGC and, widi nspect 
to a terminating plan, (a) each participant; (b) each 
beneficiary of a deceased participant; (c) each 
alternate payee under an applicable qualified domestic 
relations order, as defined in section 206(dX3) of 
ERISA; (d) each employee organization that 
currently represents any group of participants; and 
(e) for any gioiq> of participants not currently 
rq)re8ented by an employee organizatioii, die 
employee organization, if any, that last represented 
such group of participants within the 5-year period 
preceding ifawiance of the notice of intent to 
terminate. In connection with any notice required 
under 29 CFR Part 2616, if an affected party has 
designated in writing another person to receive the 
notice, any reference to the affected party shall be 
deemed to refer to the designated party. 

"Benefit liabilities” meibis the benefits of participants 
and their beneficiariea under die plan (within the 
meaning of section 401(aX2) of the Code). 

"Code” means die Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as 
amended. 

"Contributing sponsor” means the person entitled to 
receive a deduction under section 404(a) of the Code 
(or that would be entitled to receive a deduction 
except for the limitations in section 404(a)) for 
c(Mitributi(Mis required to be to die plan under 
section 302 of ERISA and section 412 of the Code. 

"Controlled group* means, in connection with any 
P^mon, a groiqi consisting of ffirfa p er so n all 
<>lber persona undar common control widi such 
P^mon, determined in accordance with 29 CFR 

Pwt2612. 


”Dele of ifistribulhMi* means (a) for benefits 
provided dirough die purchase of irrevocable 
commitments, die date on which the obligation to 
provide die benefit passes fix>m die plan to die 
insurer; and (b) for benefits provided odier than 
through the purchase of irrevocable commitments, the 
date on which the benefits are delivered to the 
participant or beneficiary (or to another plan or 
benefit arrangement or odier recipient authorized by 
the participant or beneficiary in accordance with 
applicable law and regulations) personally or by 
deposit with a mail or courier service (as evidenced 
by a postmaih or written receipt). 

”DistreaB termination notice” means the notice filed 
with the PBGC pursuant to section 4041(cX2XA) of 
ERISA and 29 CFR } 2616.24. PBGC Form 601 
(including Schedule EA-D) is the distress termination 
notice. 

”Distribution notice” means the notice issued to die 
plan administrator by die PBGC pursuant to 29 CFR 
S 2616.26(c), upon die PBGC^s determination diat 
the plan has suffident assets to pay at least 
guaranteed benefits. The notice instructs the plan 
administrator to distribute all plan assets in 
accordance with section 4044 of ERISA, and details 
the requirements for filing the post'distribution 
certification with the PBGC. 

”ERISA” means the Enqiloyee Retirement Income 
Security Act of 1974, as amended (29 U.S.C. 1001 
a. leg.). 

”Guaranteed bcnefil” means a benefit that is 
guaranteed by the PBGC under section 4022(a) and 
(b) of ERISA and 29 CFR Parts 2613 and 2621. 

"Insurer” means a company authorized to do 
business as an insurance carrier under the laws of a 
state or the District of Columbia. 

"Irrerocabie commitment” means an obligation by 
an insurer to pay benefits to a named partidpani or 
surviving beneficiary, if the obligation cannot be 
cancelled under the terms of die insurance contract 
(except for fraud or mistake) widiout the consent of 
the participant or beneficiary and is legalfy 
enforceable 1^ die partidpant or beneficiary. 


3- 






59158 


Federal Register / VoL 57, No. 240 / Monday, December 14, 1992 / Notices 


’’Mandatory employee contribiitioos” meane 
amounts contributed to the plan by a participant that 
axe required as a oonditioo of employiiieat, as a 
conditioii oi participatioo in the pls^ or as a 
coodition of obtaimnf benefits under the plan 
attributable to employer oontributioos. 

"Notice of benefit cEstributioo* means the notice to 
each paxticipant and beneficiary, as required under 
29 CFR S 2616.27, describing the benefit to be 
distributed to him or her. 

"Notice of intent to terminate" means the notice to 
affected parties advising each of a proposed plan 
terminatioQ, aa required by section 4041(aX2) of 
ERISA and 29 CFR I 2616.22. PBGC Form 600 is 
the notice of intent to terminste that must be filed 
with the PBGC. There is no prescribed form for the 
notice of intent to terminste for other affected parties. 
However, the notice must meet the requirements set 
forth in 29 CFR { 2616.22. 

"Partidpant" means- 

(a) Any individual who is currendy in employment 
covered by the plan and who is earning or retiming 
credited service under the plan, including any 
individual who is considefed covered under the plan 
for purposea of meeting the minimum participatioii 
requirements but who, because of offwt or ntmXar 
provisions, does not have any accrued benefita; 

(b) Any nonvested individual who is not currently in 
employment covered by the plan but who is earning 
or retaining credited service under the plan; and 

(c) Any individual who is retired or separated ftom 
employment covered by the plan and who is receiving 
benefits under the plan or is entitled to begin 
receiving benefits under the plan in Che future, 
excluding any such individual to whom an insurer has 
made an irrevocable commitment to pay all the 
benefits to which the individual is entitled under the 

plSTL 

"PBGC" means the Pension Benefit Guaranty 
Coq;x>ratioa. 


"Ptirson" means an individual, partnership, joint 
venture, corporation, mutual company, joint-stock 
company, trust, estate, unincorporated organization, 
■sancisfion, or enq^yee organization. 

"Firopoaed termination date” means the date 
specified as such by the plan administrator in a notice 
of intent to terminate or, if later, in the distrosa 
termination notice. A pr(q)O 0 ed termination date 
q)ecified in the notice of intent to terminate may not 
be earlier than the 6(Xh day, nor later than the 90ch 
day, after the date of issuance/filing of the notice of 
intent to terminate. If the notice of intent to 
terminate is issued (or filed with the PBGC) on two 
or more dates, the proposed termination date in die 
notice of intent to terminale must be between 60 and 
90 days after each date of isnianre (or filing). A 
proposed termination date specified in the distress 
termination notice may not be earlier dm the 
proposed termination date specified in the notice of 
intent to terminate, or (except with PBGC approval) 
later than the 90di day a^ the earliest date of 
issuance of any notice of intent to terminate. 

"Single-employer plan" means any defined benefit 
plan (as defined in section 3(35) of ERISA) that ia 
not a nmitiemployer plan (as defined in section 
4001(aX3)ofERISi^ 

"Sufficient for benefit liabilitiet" means that diere 
is no aixKMint of unfunded benefit liabilities, u 
defined in section 4001(a) (18) of ERISA. 

"Sufficient for guaranteed benefits" means that 
there is no amount of unfunded guaranteed benefits, 
as defined in section 4001(a) (17) of ERISA. 

"Termination date" means the date established 
pursuant to section 4048(a) of ERISA. 

"Title IV benefit" means the guaranteed benefit phis 
any additional benefits to which plan assets are 
allocated pursuant to section 4044 of ERISA and 29 
CFR Part 2618. (This does not include any benefit 
that may be payable pursuant to section 4022(c) of 
ERISA.) 
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Whal and When toFBe 


HL GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS 
FOR FORM 600, FORM 601, 
and FORM 602 

The PBGC any fedim mcomplete fUings. Therefbro, 
the filer should issure Chat an a{)propnate response ia 
provided for each item, as follows: 

1. If an item requests a numeric re^xx&se, a number 
must be entered. 

2. If an item provides a box or boxes to be checked, 
written responses are not acceptable. 

3. No additions or deletions may be made to the 
certificatiocs required to be si|pied by the plan 
administrator or enrolled actuary. 

If an item requests a date, you should enter two digits 
in each box, e.g., eater "07* for July. 

Who Must File 

The plan administrator or the plan administrator’s 
authorized representative must submit all filinga 
required to be made with the PBGC as part of a 
distress termination. Schedule R£P*D (PBGC Form 
600) must accon^umy the filing if it ia made by a 
representative of the plan administrator. 

Note: While an atuhorized represeiuative may submit 
the filing and sign any cover letter, in all cases the 
plan administrator must sign the Form 600, Form 
601,and (where required) SdieduleREP-D and Form 
60Z If the designated plan administrator is a board 
(or similar group) composed of employer and 
employee representatives, then at least one employer 
representative and one employee representative must 
sign the forms. If the designated plan administrator 
is other than an individual or a board, the forms must 
be signed by an officer of the designated plan 
administrator who has the authority to sign on behatf 
of that entity. Schedule EA4) must always be signed 
by an enrolled actuary. 

The PBGC will acoqu reproductions or other 
faaimiles <f the forms. However, all forms require 
&Lorieinal 


Form 600 and Form 601 with Schedule EA>D nmal 
be filed with the PBGC for all distrem terminationa. 
(In addition, if the plan ia sufficient for at least 
guaranteed benefits and thus closes out in the private 
sector, the plan administrator must file Form 602.) 

Form 600 must be filed at least 60 days and no more 
than 90 days prior to the proposed termination date, 
and it may not be filed before the notice of intent to 
terminate ia issued to sQ other affected partiea. 

Form 601 with Schedule EA-D and any required 
supplemental infonnation must be filed 
sunultaneoualy no later than 120 days after die 
proposed termination date. You must complete the 
distress termination notice by submitting detailed 
participant and benefit infonnation to the PBGC by 
the later of (1) 120 days after the proposed 
termination date or (2) 30 days after receipt of the 
PBGC’s determination that the requirements for a 
distress termination have been satisfied pursuant 
to section 4041(cX2)(B) of ERISA and 29 CFR 
S 2616.25. Exception; ff the enrolled actuary 
certifies that the plan is sufficient for at least all 
guaranteed benefits, you will not need to submit the 
participant and benefit irformation until the PBGC 
requests, in writing, that you do so. 

Note: Initiation of a formal challenge to the 
termination under section 4041(a)(3) of ERISA does 
not relieve the plan administrator of the obligation to 
timely file Form 600 and Form 601 with Schedule 
EA-D. 

Form 602 must be filed no later than 30 da 3 rs after 
completioa of die distribudoo of plan assets pursuant 
to the termination. The distribution of plan assets 
must generally be completed within 180 days after 
you complete the issuance of the notices of benefit 
distribution. (See Section DC of these instnictioas for 
the requirements for the distribution of plsn assets 
and for extension of the distribution deadline.) 

The filing date for a document ia the date on whidi 
the PBGC reedyg it, provided it ia received no later 
than 4 p.nL on a weekday, other dian a Fedenl 
holiday. Documents received after 4 p.m. or on 
weekends or Federal holidays will be deemed filed on 
the next regular buainesa day. 
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FORMttI 

In computing time periods, begin counting on the day To request copies of die forms, contact the Pension 

after the event occurs. If the last day of the period Benefit Guaranty Corporation's Control Division 

falls on a Saturday, Sunday, or Federal holiday, then (Code 45200) at die same address and telephone 

the period runs until the next regular business day. number as shown above. 


Note: The proposed termination date may be any 
day, including a Saturday, Sunday, or Federal 
holiday, and is not deemed otherwise by the 
computation rule discussed above. For example, a 
notice cf intent to terminate issued Sq>tember 2, 
1992, specifies a proposed termination date of 
October 31, 1992, The notice €f intent to terminate 
was issued only 59 days, rather than the required 60 
days, b^ore the proposed termination date, Jhefact 
. that October 31st on a Saturday does not cause 
the time period for this purpose to run until the 
following Monday, 

Where to File 

Any document being filed for a distress termination 
may be delivered by mail or by hand to: 

Pensioa Beneht Guaranty Corporation 
Case Operadoos and Compliance Dqiartmeot 
Room 5500 (Code 45200) 

2020 K Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20006-1860 

For (2uestioiis, Problems, Copies of Forms 

Plan administrators who are unsure whether their 
plans are covered by PBGC or who have other 
questions or problems may contact: 

Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation 
Administrative Review and Technical 
Assistance Division (Code 45400) 

2020 K Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20006-1860 
Telephone: (202) 778-8800 

Hearing impaired persons may telephone 
(202) 778-1958. 

These phone numbers, and all other phone nimdierB 
in these instructions, are not toll-free numbers, and 
the PBGC cannot acc^ collect calls. 


Failure to Timely File Required Forms 

Failure to timely file the completed forms may nullify 
the proposed plan termination. In addition, the 
PBGC may assess penalties pursuant to section 4071 
of ERISA. 


IV. SPECmC INSTRUCTIONS - 

FORM 600 

Fart I. Identifying Information 

la Enter the complete name of the plan as it 
appears on the plan document. 

2a Enter the name, address, and telephone 

number of the contributing sponsor. If the 
plan covers the employees of more than one 
contributing ^lonsor, enter the name of the 
contributing sponsor with the greatest 
number of participants. 

2b Enter the 9-digit employer identification 
number (EIN) assigned to the contributing 
sponsor by the Internal Revenue Service for 
income tax purposes and the 3-digit plan 
number (PN) assigned by the plan sponsor. 

2c If the EIN/PN entered in item 2b is different 
from that used in earlier filings with the 
PBGC (including premium and reportable 
event filings for this plan), the Department 
of Labor, or the Internal Revenue Service, 
enter the EIN/PN previously rqx>rted. 

2e Enter the same 4-digit industry code that yon 

entered on your most recent PBGC Form 1 
(premium) filing. 

3a Enter the name, address, and telephone 
number of the individual, board, or other 
entity, if any, specifically designated as plan 
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form 600 FORM 600 


administiator by the tenns of the pUa or 
trust agreemoit. If none is so designated or 
if the contributing ^xxisor is so designated, 
enter •same*. 

KtrtlL General Flan Infonnation 

4 The proposed termination date may not be 
earlier than the 60th day after Form 600 ia 
filed with the PBGC, nor later than the 90th 
day after die earliest date a notice of intent 
to terminate is issued (handed to affected 
parties or dqxisited widi a mail or courier 
service) to any affected party. 

5t For this purpose, 'active participants* 
includes both currently employed 
participants and sqiarated nonvested 
participants who are earning or retaining 
credited service under the plan. 

6 Check whichever statement(s) best describes 
any change in the organizatioa or structure 
of the contributing spoDsor that is associated 
with, or resulted in, the decision to 
terminate Ae plan. These changes are not 
intended to conei^iond to Ae four statutory 
distress tests. 

7 Check all that apply. 

8b For this purpose, "multiple employer plan* 
means a single-employer plan maintain^ by 
two or more contributing spooBon that are 
not members of the same controlled groi^. 
Under such a plan, all plan assets are 
available to pay benefits to all plan 
participants and beneficiaries, regardless of 
employer. 

9b If you checked "Yes” in either items 8a or 
9a, attach a statement listing the name and 
address of each contributing spoosor and 
each m e m ber of the contributing sponsor's 
controlled groiqp as of the proposed 
terminatian date. For each entity listed, 
piovide the employer identification numlMr 
and identify tte distress test each entity 
C3^>ects to msst 


10b If you checked "Yes" in item 10a, attach a 
statement describing each transaction Aat 
changed the composition of Ae contributing 
sponsor's controlled group. Include in As 
statement a listing of eadi member of the 
contributing sponsor's controlled gioi 9 as of 
the transaction date(s) and a listing of eadi 
member of the controlled group after the 
transaction. 

lid Section 4041(cX2)(BXii) of ERISA and 29 
CFR S 2616.3((^2) require that, in order to 
meet Ae reorganization distress test, Ae 
following conditkms must be satisfied: (1) 
the reorganization proceedings have not been 
dismissed as of Ae proposed termination 
date; (2) Ae PBGC is notified concurrently 
wiA Ae appropriate court of any request to 
approve the termination; and (3) the 
termination is approved by the court. 

lie A copy of the motion requesting court 
approval under the reorganization test, 
including any documents submitted in 
support of Ae request, must be submitted 
concurrently to Ae PBGC pursuant to 
section 4041(cX2XBXii)(ni) of ERISA and 
29 CFR I 2616.3(dX2). If court approval 
was requested before the Form 600 is filed 
wiA the PBGC, enter the date on which the 
motion was filed and documents were 
submitted to the PBGC. 

13a Check "Yes* if the plan has sufficient funds 
(cash, cash equivalents, and other liquid 
asseU) available to pay estimated Title IV 
benefits when due for at least 180 days after 
Ae Form 600 is filed wiA Ae PBGC. 

14 Beginning on the proposed termination date, 
section 4041(cX3XDXii)(IV) of ERISA and 
29 CFR S 2616.4(c) require that the plan 
administrator reduce the benefits paid to a 
plan’s participants and beneficiaries in pay 
status to the estimated benefit amounts 
determined in accordance wiA 29 CFR Part 
2623. Note: ffyam need assistance, you 
may call the PBCC*s Actuarial Services 
DivUiom at (202) 778rS838. 
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FORM (00 

IS All dncamwits described ia item IS and 
submitted to the PBGC muM be executed 
copies. Each documeol kibmitted must 
include Che complete text as well as the 
signatuie page, and must indicate the 
effective date of the document and the date 
it was adopted. The PBGC will accept clear 
photocopies. 

15a If your plan was adopted and has been in 
effect for S or more years, submit the plan 
document(8) and amendincnt(s) showing the 
provisioos of the plan adopted and effective 
at the beginning of the S-year period ending 
on the proposed termination date. You must 
also submit any plan amendments adopted 
and effective during the period. For plans 
in effect less than S years, submit the 
document establishing the plan and each 
subsequent amendment to the plan adopted 
and effective before the proposed 
termination date. (Attach a statement giving 
all actuarial equivalent fk^tors, including 
early retirement reduction foctors, if these 
foctm are not included in the plan 
documents.) 

15b Attach each trust agreement and/or each 
group annuity or group insurance contract 
that provides for management of plan assets, 
plan administration, or payment of benefits 
under the plan. 

15c Attach a copy of the latest available financial 
statemmt of the plan and include a foil 
listing of all assets. 

15d Attach a copy of the most recent collective 
bargaining agreement (if any) that contains 
provisions relating to the plan. 

15e Attach the most recent determination letter 
issued by the IRS that relates to the 
establishment of the plan, amendments to the 
plan, or partial termination of the plan. 
Attach all determination letters that relate to 
disqualificatioo of the plan, and any later 
requalification, 


SCHEDULE REP4> 

ISf Attach a copy of the most recent actuarial 
valuation of die plan. 

15g Attach copies of the Form 5500, Schedule B 
and Schedule SSA Bled for the 3 plan yeais 
ending before the proposed termination date. 

V. SPECmC INSTRUCTIONS - 
FORM 600, SCHEDULE REP-D 

Schedule REP-D may be used to designate a person 
or persons to r epre s ent you before the PBGC on 
some or all matters relating to die termination of your 
pension plan. Schedule REP-D be filed 

simultaneously with Form 600 if Form 600 is 
submitted by a representative or representatives of the 
plan administrator. However, you may file Schedule 
REP-D at any time that you wish to designate a 
representative or representatives. Schedule REP-D 
also may be used to revoke a prior designation. 

Plut L Identifying Information 

The infonnatioB eoteted in Part I should be the 
aa that enteied in Part I of the Fonn 600 that you 
filed, or are filing, widi the PBGC. 

FSart m. Retention/Revocation of Prior 
Designation(s) 

If you widi a previoue deaignatioa for the siOA 
tenninatioii to remain in effect, check *Yes* in itema 
7a and 7b and attach to this achedule a copy of the 
earlier dcaignation(a) of repreaentative dM will 
remain in effect. 

P&rt IV. Signature 

You, as plan administrator, must sign the Schedule 
REP-D. (The PBGC will accept facsuniles of the 
form, but your signature must be an original.) Note 
ffthepUm admimstra$or is a board (or similar group) 
composed cf employer and employee representatives, 
at least one employer repraentative and one 
employee represemaHve must sign Ms form, 
pUm administrator is other than an individual or a 
board, this form must be signed by an officer of dm 
plan administrator who has the authority to do so. 


.g. 
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form 601 FORM 601 


VI. SPECDIC INSTRUCTIONS- 
form 601 

plan adminifllntor naut file a Form 601 
jnc | n/<;n | a Schedule EA-D to requeet a distre* 
tenninatioii. The Form 601 must be signed by the 
plan administrator and the Schedule EA-D must be 
signed by an enrolled actuary. 

Parti. IdentifyingInfonnation 

4 Enter die PBGC Caae Number. You will 
find this number on the letter diat the PBGC 
sent to you acknowledging receiiit of die 
Form 600 for this plea. 

Part Ho Specific Plan Information 

5a The proposed terxniiuUioQ date entered in 
item 5a may be later than the proposed 
terminatioa date specified in the notice of 
intent to terminate^ but may not be later 
(except with PBGC approval) than the 90di 
day after iiauance of the notioe of intent to 
terminate ia begun, l.e., the earliest date a 
notice of intent to terminate is issued to any 
affected party. 

EXAMPLE - The plan administraiar begins 
issuing the notice of intent to tetminate on 
September 29, 1992, and completes the 
issuance to all effected parties (and files 
Form 600 with the PBGC) on October I, 
1992, specifying aproposed termination date 
63 days later, December 3,1992. In item 
5a, the plan administrator may specify a 
proposed termination date cf any day Jrom 
December 3, 1992, to and including 
December 28, 1992. 

Enter the earliest date the nodee of intent to 
terminate was handed to, or deposited with 
a mail or courier service directed to, any 
affected party. 

Enter the ]gls^ date die notice of intent lo 
tenninate waa handed to, or deposited with 
a mail or courier aeivice directed to, any 
affected party (other than die PBGC). 


The "latest* date of issuanre of any notioe 
of intent to tenmnate ia the date the laH 
copy ia iaaued to any affected party 
reasonably known or dia^erod during dm 
60-90 day period before die propoeed 
termination date. It is your reapoosibtlity lo 
use your beat efforts to locate all affected 
pardea by taking all necessary and 
appropriate steps under the circumstances. 
(The discovery of additional affected parties 
after the above 60-90 day period will not 
cause the notice to be untimely if you could 
not reasonably have been expected lo know 
of the additional affected parties and if yon 
prompdy issue the notice of intent to 
terminate to each additional affected party.) 

7a Section 4041(cX2)(B) of ERISA and 29 CFR 
§ 2616.3(d) provi^ that a plan may 
terminate in a distress termination only if 
each contributing sponsor and each member 
of the sponsor*^ controlled group meet at 
least one of the distreaa testa. 

7b If you checked "Yea* in item 7a, attach a 
statemmt listing the name, address, and 
employer ideotifIcatioQ number of eadi 
contributing sponsor and each controlled 
group member and identify the distress teat 
met by each. Also attach the mformadon 
Oisted below) required to prove that the 
contributing sponsor and rech controlled 
group member satisfies the distresa test(8) 
identified. 

If you checked "No* in item 7a, the plan 
may not terminate in a di s t r e sa termination 
and you should not complete the rest of diis 
form. Unlem die PBGC determines that the 
plan can qualify for a standard tenninatioo, 
the plan ia an ongoing plan. 

The distress testa are as follows: 


• 9 . 
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FORM Ml 

*'LiquidatUMi tcsl”. A person has filed, or 
had filed againit it, as of the proposed 
terminadoo date, a petition seeking 
liquidadoii in a case under Title il. United 
States Code, or under any similar law of a 
State or political subdivision of a State and 
such case has not, as of die proposed 
termination date, been dismissed; or a 
reorganization case (described below) is 
converted to a liquidation case as of the 
proposed termination date. 

Section 4041(c)(2)(BKi) of ERISA and 29 
CFR i 2616.3(d)(1) refer cxpUciUy only to 
liquidation under federal bankruptcy or state 
insolvency law and require that the 
liquidation case, as of the proposed 
termination date, not be dismissed. In 
determining whether a person meets the 
liquidation distress test, the PBGC will 
consider a case in which liquidation was 
completed prior to the proposed termination 
date, or was achieved through a foreclosure 
by secured creditors (as a result of which the 
person ceased operations and had all of its 
assets seized by such secured creditors) or 
through an assignment of all of the personas 
assets for die benefit of creditors. (In any 
such case, however, the PBGC will find die 
liquidation test is met only if it concludes 
that there is no indication diat a principal 
purpose of the liquidation is to evade 
liability with reflect to the plan or the 
PBGC or otherwise to abuse the termination 
insurance program.) 

''Reorganization test”. A person has filed, 
or had filed against it, as of the proposed 
termination date, a petition seeking 
reorganization in a case under Title 11, 
United States Code, or under any similar 
law of a State or political subdivision of a 
State; such case has not, as of the proposed 
termination date, been dismissed; such 
person timely submits a copy of any requests 
for the approval of the bankruptcy court (or 
other appropriate court in a case under such 
similar law of a State or political 
subdivision) of the plan termination to the 


FORM (01 

PBGC at the time the request is made; and 
the banknq>tcy court (or other appropriate 
court) determines that, unless the plan is 
terminated, such person will be unable lo 
pay all of its debts pursuant to a plan of 
reorganization and will be unable to continue 
in business outside die chapter 11 
reorganization process and approves the 
termination. 

”Busines8 continuation test”. A person 
demonstrates to the satisfaction of the PBGC 
that, unless a distress termination occurs, 
such person will be unable to pay its debts 
when due and will be unable to continue in 
business. 

”PiefiskMi costs test”. A person 
demonstrates to the satisfiKtion of the PBGC 
that the costs of providing pension coverage 
have become unreasonably burdensome to 
such person, solely as a result of a decline 
of its workforce covered as participants 
under all single-employer pension plaxis for 
which it is a contributing sponsor. 

The following proof of satisfiKtion of a 
distress te8t(s) must be attached: 

Liquidation test A copy of the filed petition 
showing the court docket number or a copy 
of any documents showing a foreclosure by 
a secured creditor or an assignment for the 
benefit of creditors. If this information was 
provided to the PBGC with Form 600, it 
need not be provided again. 

Reorganization test : A copy of the filed 
petitioo showing the court docket number, a 
copy of the nodficatioo to the PBGC of the 
request for approval of the plan termination 
by the bankruptcy court or a{^>ropriate state 
court, and a copy of the order (if any) of the 
baxikruptcy court or the appropriate state 
court approving the termination. If any of 
this information was provided to the PBGC 
with Form 600, it need not be provided 
again. 


- 10- 








Federal Register / VoL 57, No. 240 / Monday, December 14, 1992 / Notices 


59165 


form Ml 


FORM <01 


giimeM copthmtioa tert: 

(1) Ftnanrial itatfiinmtr Audited fiiiaiicial 
stateincots of Ae pema for die S moil 
recent fiical yetri ending prior to the 
proposed terniimUioo date. If audited 
financial statements are not available, submit 
available statements and include a brief 
statement explaining why audited statemcnti 
are not available. The financial statements 
must be augmented as follows: 

(A) Identify peosioa costs recorded in eadi 
year for the peasioo plan that is the subject 
of diis q^plicatkxL Pension costs should 
include an estimate of the aimual and 
quarterly minimum funding requirements for 
the year in progress at the time of the 
application and for the next 3 years. 

(B) If the person has undergone or is in die 
process of undergoing a partial liquidation, 
estimate the sal^ gross profit, and 
operating profit that would have been 
rqioited for each of the 5 years covered by 
the financial statemcat for only the portion 
of the business that is curreody expected to 
continue. State the significant assumptions 
made about the allocation of joint costs. 

(C) State the estimated liquidation values for 
any assets related to discontinued operations 
or operations that are not expected to 
contmue, along with die eourcee for the 
estimatee. 


(D) If financial statement! are submitted ^*4 
do not contain complete footnote disclosures, 
they must be augmented by a schedule 
identifying all outstanding indebtedness, 
including the name of the lender, the amnimt 
of the outstanding loan, scheduled 
r^ymeots, intereal rate, collateral, 
significant covenants, and whether die loan 
is in 


(2) Bustneas plsns and projections: 

Projections of future revenues, expenses, 
and cadi flow for a miniimun of 3 fiscal 
years in addition to the year in p r o gre s a al 
the time of the distress application. 

Explicidy state all major strategic and 

economic assumptions made in development * 

of the projectuma. Explain the reasons for 

any material changes from historical to 

projected results. If the company has or 

intends to obtain a line of credit with 

borrowing availability baaed on the amnuiit 

of eligible collateral, include in the 

prqjectiooa of cash flow a projection of the 

amount available under die ling of credit and 

the amount of borrowing against that 

availability. The projections must include, 

or be augmented by, the projected cost of 

meeting minimunn funding stanHarrlf 

alternatively, die cost of plan termination 

based on payment of projected plan 

termination liabilities. The busmesa plana 

and projections must be further augmented 

by submission of documents or information 

aa followa: 

(A) All busmesa or operating plans prq>ared 
by or for management, including all 
explanatory text and schedules. 

(B) All financial submissions, if any, moAi 
within the prior 3 years to a financial 
institution, government agency, or 
investment hanker in support of possible 
outside financing or sale of die buainesi. 

(C) AD recent financial anal 3 r 8 es done by an 
outside party, widi s certification by the 
company*! (^ef executive officer that the 
information on which each analysia is based 
if accurate and conplete. 

(3) Certification by die chief executive 
officer that aU of the information submitted 
if accurate and complete to die best of the 
individual*! knowledge, and that die entify 
wiU not be aUe to contmue in boaiiiesi 
unlfsi die plan ia terminated. 
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(E) Identify and ex|dstn any material 
changea in position the 

^f the last financial 










59166 


Federal Register / VoL 57» No. 240 / Monday, December 14, 1992 / Notices 


FORM Ml 

(4) Any othsr rdevanl infonaition. 

(1) The name and plan number (PN) of each 
single-employer defined beoefil plan 
maintained by the contributing sponsor and 
each contxx>iled group member. 

(2) The latest Form 5500, Schedule B, filed 
for each plan named in (1). 

(3) For each plan named in (1), a plan 
census riiowing total, active, and retired 
participants for the most recent 5 plan years 
ending prior to the proposed termination 
date (thia data may be provided by 
submitting the relevant Form5500, Schedule 
B). 

(4) Audited financial statements for the 
personas most recent 5 fiscal years ending 
prior to the propoeed termination date, 
updated to show any material changes, with 
a breakout of the contributing qxmsor's total 
pension costs, including any defined 
contribution plana, as a percentage of the 
person*8 total wage costa and a statement of 
the total costs per plan. If audited financial 
statements are not available, submit 
unaudited statemnita mid include a brief 
statement explaining why audited 

are not available. 

(5) Rea8on(s) for the decline in workforce. 

(6) Any other relevant information. 

8a If the PBGC it advised, before issuance of 
a notice of inability to determine sufficiency 
or a distributioa notice pursuant to 29 CFR 
S 2616.26(b) or (c), that a formal challenge 
to the termination has been initiated, the 
PBGC mmpmd the termmatkm 

proceeding and will so advise the plan 
adminiatralor in writing. If the NGC ie 
advised of such a challenge to die 
termination after die issuance of either 
notice but before the termination procedure 
is concluded, die PBGC mav su^jiend the 
termination proceeding and, if it does, will 


FORM Ml 

so advise the plan administralor in writing. 
For thia purpoae, the following definitions 
apply: 

(1) ”Formal challenge to a termiiiatioa* 

means the occurrence of any of die 
following actions asserting that die 
termination would violate the tmns and 
conditions of an existing collective 
bargaining agreement: (A) the 

commencement of any proc e d ur e 

in the collective bargaining agreement for 
reserving disputea under the a g ree m ent; or 
(B) Che commencement of any action before 
an arbitrator, adnuniatiative agency or 
board, or court under applicable labor- 
management relations law. 

(2) ''Existing collective bargaining 
agreement* mean a collective bargaining 
agreement that (A) by its termt, (i) hat not 
expired or (ii) is extended beyond its stated 
expiration date because neither of Che 
collective bsrgainmg psrties took the 
required setion lo tenninste it, and (B) has 
not been made inoperative by judicial tulinj;;. 
When a collective bargaining agreement t o 
longer meets these conditions, it ceases to I e 
an "existing collective bargainiaf 
agreement* wheth« or not any or all of in 
terms continue to apply by operation of las'. 

8b If you checked *Yea* to item 8a, attach a 
copy of Che formal challenge and a statemeii 
showing what action waa initiated, who 
initiated the action, the date it waa initiated, 
and the current status of the challenge. 

9 If the plan does not have sufficient assets lo 
provide ail guaranteed benefits, the benefits 
of participants and beoeficiariea currently 
receiving benefits must be reduced pomaot 
to section 4041(c) of ERISA and 29 CFR 
I 2616.4(cX lo ths esrimsted benefit 
MfinuntB determined in acoordanoe with 29 
CFR Part 2623, as of the proposed 
tenmnstion dsln. Naim If you mod 
assistance, yarn may coil die PBQCe 
Actuarial Services Division as (202) 
TT&SaSA 
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12 Check *Yes* if (1) the bitenud Revenue 

Service has waived the imnimum funding 
requiremenls for this plan pursuant to 
section 303 of ERISA and section 412(d) of 
the Code for one or more plan years and 
(2) the waived have not been fuUy 

paid to die plan as of the date this form ia 
filed with die PBOC 

13 Check *Yea* if there are any requests for a 
waiver of the minimum funding 
requirements pending before the IRS. 

14a Check *Yes* if there are amounts due and 
owing the plan pursuant to the minimum 
fimding requirements of ERISA and the 
Code that (1) have not been paid to the plan 
and (2) for which no minimum funding 
waivers have been granted and no waiver 
requests are pending before the IRS. 

Note: ConiroUedgroiqf members are jointly 
and severally liable far amounts that are 
required to be contributed to the plan 
pursuant to seaion 302 of ERISA and 
section 412 of the Code, All amounts owed 
the plan, including unpaid contributions, are 
plan assets and it is generally the plan 
administrator's responsibility to attempt to 
collect suA amounts. 


vn. SPECDFIC INSTRUCTIONS - 
FORM 601, SCHEDULE EA-D 

Schedule EA-D must be used to certify the funding 
level of a plan terminating in a distress termination. 
An enrolled actuary must certify whether, as of the 
proposed termination date, a plan is (1) insufficient to 
provide all guaranteed benefits, sufficient to 
provide all guaranteed benefits but not sufficient to 
provide all benefit liabilities, or (3) sufficient to 
provide all benefit liabilities. 

The plan administrator must file die completed 
Schedule EA-D togedier with the Form 601. 
Schedule EA-D must be signed by an enrolled 
actuary. 


SCHEDULE EA-D 

If plan assets are sufficient (aa of the pr o posed 
termination date) to provide at least all guaranteed 
benefits, the plan administrator must distribute plan 
assets in accordance with section 4041(cX3)(BXii) of 
ERISA and 29 CFR i 2616.29. Distribution may be 
made only after the PBGC issues a distributkm 
notice. 

If you find, after a distribution notice is issued, that 
the plan is no longer sufficient for guaranteed 
benefits, you must promptly notify the PBGC in 
writing of that fiict, and shall take no further action 
to implement the plan termination pending die 
PBGC^s determination and notice of concurrence or 
non-concurrence with your finding pursuant to 29 
CFR I 2616.28(b). If you find that the plan is 
sufficient for guaranteed benefits but no longer 
sufficient for benefit liabilities, you must prompdy 
notify the PBGC in writing of diis foct, but shall 
continue with the distributkm in accordance 
with 29 CFR i 2616.29. 

Note: If the plan has student assets to provide all 
ben^ liabilities, the plan should be terminated in a 
standard termination, because the standard 
termination process is faster and less costly for the 
plan. If, after beginning a distress termination 
proceeding, you determine that the plan is sufficient 
for all ben^ liabilities, you should promptly not^ 
the PBGC. (In appropriate circumstances, PBGC 
may, upon request, permit a conversion of the 
distress termination to a standard termination.) 

Please follow the instructioosbelow when completing 
this form. If you have questiona about how a 
particular item applies to your situation, contact the 
PBGC Case Officer assigned to your case. If you 
have any questions on determining or valuing 
guaranteed benefits, or on determining the amount of 
due and unpaid employer contributions, contact: 

Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporatkm 
Actuarial Services Division (Code 4130(0 
2020 K Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20006-1860 
Telqihooe: (202) 778-883* 
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Part L Sufllciency Le?d as of Proposed 
Tenninatkm Date 

1 For the purpose of determming if a plsa is 
sufficient for gusranteed benefits, you must 
include any nonguaranteed benefits that a 
participant is entitled to receive because of 
the allocation of assets priorities in section 
4044 of ERISA and 29 CFR Part 2618. 
This means that you must include sD 
Qonguaranteed benefits to which sssets sre 
sUocsted. (To detenmne wfast benefits sre 
gusrsnteed benefits, see 29 CFR Parts 2613 
and 2621.) 

2a Enter the estimated fair market value, as of 
the proposed termination date, of the plan 
sssets available to pay plan benefits, 
excluding contributions that are owed to the 
plan but unpaid. Plan aaaeta available to pay 
for benefits include all plan assets remaining 
after subtracting all lia^tiea (other than the 
future benefit liabilitiee that will be provided 
when assets are distributed), s.g., benefit 
payments due before the tenninstioo date, 
expenses, fees, and other sdministrstive 
costs. 

2b Enter the total amount of contributions owed 
to the plan but unpaid at of the proposed 
termination date. The amount of unpaid 
contributions is the greater of (1) amounta 
required to be contributed to the plan 
pursuant to section 302 of ERISA and 
section 412 of the Code, or (2) amounta 
required to be contributed to the plaa 
pursuant to commitments contained in plan 
or trust agreements or s collective 
bargaining agre emen t; less amounts actually 
contributed. 

2c Enter the value (as of the proposed 
termination date) of the amount of unpaid 
contributions included in item 2b that is 
estimated to be collectible, valued in the 
same manner as other recetvablea. If that 
amount cannot be valued, enter ”0”. 


SCHEDULE EA-D 

2d Enter the sum of the amounta entered on 
lines 2a and 2c. 

3 Enter the estimated present value of Title IV 
benefita. Title IV benefits are determined 
by allocating plan assets to plsn benetits in 
sccordsoce with section 4044 of ERISA end 
29 CFR Psit 2618. Value Title IV benefits 
ss of the proposed termination date in 
accordance with Subpait C of 29 CFR Pait 
2619. 

4 Enter the rati mated preeent value of all 
benefit liabilities, valu^ as of the proposed 
termination date in accordance with 29 CFR 
Part 2619, Subpait C. With re^)ect to s 
participant who, as of the proposed 
termination date, b not receiving befits 
and has not made a valid benefit election, 
the value of the participant's benefit muM 
include the value of all optional formi of 
benefits for which he or ahe is eligible under 
the terms of the plan. 

Fart IL Sufficiency Level as of 

Proposed Distribution Date 

Complete this Part only if the plsn is sufficient (ss of 

the proposed terminstion date) for at least guaranteed 

benefits. 

S The proposed distribution date is the date 
chosen by the plan administrator as the 
tentative date for the distribution of plsn 
assets pursuant to s distribution notice from 
the PBGC when plan assets are sufficient (ss 
of the proposed tenninstioo Hate) for at least 
guaranteed benefits. The proposed 
distribution date must be no earlier than the 
61st day after the Form 601 is filed with the 
PBGC. (Actual distribution must be made 
no earlier than the tilst day, and no later 
than the ISOth day, following the day on 
which the plan administrator comidetBa 
issuance of the notices of benefit 
distribution.) 
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schedule EA-D 

( In detenmning whedier the plaaU assets up 
projected to be suffideot (as of the proposed 
distributka data) to provids for all 
guaranteed benefits or all benefit liaUlities, 
take receivables due and unpaid 

employer oontributfoos) inlo account only to 
the extent foey are projected to be collected 
on or before the proposed distribution date. 
All plan assets must be allocated to pbm 
benefita in accordance with section 4044 of 
ERISA and 29 CFR Part 2618. 

Value of AmmitT CoiitnKti 

The value of benefit liabilitiea that will be 
provided through the purchaae of annuity 
contracts is the cost quoted by an insurer to 
provide sudi benefit liabilitiea (see 
instruedoos to item 5a of Form 602). 

Note: Because insurers may require 0ua 
bids be exercised within a fairty short period 
of time, it may noi be possible prior to filing 
the Form 601 to obtain a bid that wotdd 
remain open untU du proposed distribution 
date. Accordingly, duplm administrator is 
not rtqidred H> actually obtain a bid before 
completing item & 

Value of Other Benefit! 

To value bea^ti duU will be provided other 
than dutN^ die pmehaae of annaiQr 
contracts, the enrtdled actnery naiat nae the 
rate of interaat in sectkiiw 411(aXll) and 
417(eX3) of die Code. The mtoieat iale(a) 
shall be determined ae of the date aet 
in the plan if the plan proviaka ia in acc ord 
with the ms niles concerning the date as of 
which the interest rate is determined; 
otherwise, the interest rate(s) dull be 
determined as of the date of distribution. 
(See 26 CFR 11.417(e)-l(dX3).) Note; 
a plan contaim a provisUm that am^lkt 
with jyeasmy Reg. | L4I7(€hl(d)(3), Om 
intereat rate is detemdaed bp stdndtutbtg 
"date of distrihadom’ for 'anmdtp tuadag 
date’ wherever used In the plan. 


SCHEDULE EA-D 

Generally, die rate deacribed in aectiona 
41 l(aXl 1) sod 4I7(eX3) of the Code and die 
r^ulatiane thfaramder is whichever of die 
foUowing two talea or rata teructnrea 
provides dw greater benefit: (1) the rata 
qiecified in die plan; or (2) the 
'applicable interest rate* (or, if the p reae n t 
value of vested accrued benefits exceeds 
$25,(XX) using the ^iplicdde interest rate, n 
rate no greeter dum 120 percent of the 
applicable interest tale). Note: When using 
^abemathe 120 percent of dte afgtUcaMe 
interest rale, fhr resMng present value of 
Out vested accrued ben^ map not be Use 
auin$2S.00a 

The 'applicable intereit rate* is die interest 
rate thiu would be used by the PBGC for 
purposes of detenmning die present value of 
a lunqi sum distribution on plan tenninatioa. 
Note: The expropriate deforralfoctors nuat 
be used for valtdng deferred annuities. 

The applkabie interest rates and fiactors ate 
publid^ te 29 CFR Part 2619, Appendix 
B, and updated in a cc o rd a nce widi that 
regulatiaa. Any change in the ratee 
normally will be published in the Federal 
Register by the 15di of the month preceding 
the effective date of the new ratea or ae 
dose to diat date aa citcumstances p e rm i t. 

The PBGC dso iradres interest rate 
infotmatka available through a telephone 
hodine. The hotline munber ia (202) 778* 
8899. 


Vra. PARTICIPANT AND BENEFIT 
INFORMATION REQUIREMENTS 

Unleae the enrolled actuary certifiee that the plan ia 
su fficia i t for at least all guaranteed benefits, the plan 
adminiitiatof ia required to provide and 

benefit informatinn to die PBGC by the later of (1) 
120 daya after the p roposed tenninatian date or (2) 
30 daya after reedpt of dm PBOCa 
that die lequiremeato for ndiatreas teradnatioa have 
been a a tiafie d. (If the enndled actuary certifiee thte 
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the plia is tuffideol for at least guaianteed beoefitSy 
the paiticipaot and beoeficiafy infomiatioa must be 
provided, in aocordaooe with the PBOCTs 
instnictiofis, at such time as die PBGC requests it in 
writing.) Failure to provide cooqiiete participant and 
benefit inforxnatiaa may result in the PBGC's 
nullifying the distress termination for your plan* 

You are required to provide all information necessary 
to calculate and value montiily benefits and plan 
benefits for each plan pahicipant/beoeficiary. All 
information, benefit determinations, and benefit 
valuations must be as of the proposed termination 
date. The information that is required to be 
submitted to the PBGC is not required to be in any 
specific format; however the PBGC requests that this 
data be provided electronically. We will provide you 
with the format in which we would like your data if 
and when we determine that you satisfy the distress 
criteria. If you have any questions concerning this 
electronic data transfer to tiie PBGC, contact the 
Actuarial Services Division at the address and 
telephone number set forth in Section Vn of these 
instructions. 

The following information, at a minimum, must be 
provided for each participant/beneficiary. 

1. Participant categories. Information must be 
provided by categories as follows: (a) retired 
participants including any beneficiary receivinf 
benefits from die plan; (b) inactive participants 
entitled to future benefits; (c) active participants with 
vested benefits; and (d) active participants without 
vested benefits. 

2. Name of partidpant Denote each substantial 
owner, as defined in section 4022(bX5XA) of ERISA, 
by entering an asterisk in front of the person's 
name, andenter in parentheses the highest percentage 
of ownership during the five years preceding the 
prt^iosed termination date for each subrtantial owner. 

3. Address. 

4. Sodal security number. 

^ S. Marital status and, if available, the foUowing 
information on spouscK name, social security 
number, and date of birth. 


6. Sex. 

7. Date of birth. 

8. Beneficiaries. If the participant is entitled to a 
benefit form that provides an aimuity or lump-sum 
death benefit to a surviving beneficiary, e.g., a 
qualified joint aiui survivor benefit, provide the 
name of the beneficiary for tiiat participant and die 
beneficiary's address, social security number, sex, 
and date of birth. 

9. Retiree benefit information. For each retiree, 
provide the benefit commencement date, form of 
benefit, and the type of benefit (normal, early, late, 
or disability). 

10. Date employment began or, if different, date 
plan participation b^an. 

11. Date employmeni terminated, if earlier than 
proposed termiimtion date. 

12. Credited serrioe. Provide the amount of aU 
credited service as defined in the plan document 
Show any break(8) in service between date of hire 
and date of termirudion of employment or proposed 
termination date. 

13. Compensation. If compensation is a fia^tor in 
the benefit fonmila, provide the applicable 
compensation figure(s) as defined in the plan 
document If the benefit formula provides that the 
past service benefit and the future service benefit are 
determined uring dif fer e nt conyensation figures, 
enter the compensation for the past service benefit in 
one column and die compensation for the future 
service benefit in another. 

14. Monthly plan benefit This is the monthly plan 
benefit in the normal annuity form under the plan 
based on credited service as of die proposed 
termination date. If the moodily |daa benefit is 
greater than the accrued benefit show how the 
benefit waa cakulated. Provide any other 
information diat ia necetsaiy to show the 

of each paiticipaiit'a {dan benefit 

The foUowing are examplee of the type of data to be 
{irovided. 
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a. If the plan is conlributofy, provide Che total 
gaKHint of each employee's contributioiis with and 
without interest credited by die plan and the poftion 
of die normal redremenl benefit attributable to 
employee contributioos* If the plan credits interest at 
a rate (or rates) other than those ^>ecified in section 
411 (c)(2XCX^u) ^ ^ Code, provide the amount of 
employee contributions plus interest computed in 
accordance with that Code provision* 

b. If the sccriied monthly benefit is integrated using 
an offset or excess method, provide the offiwt or the 
excess benefit and the data used in determining these 
amounts. 

c. If, before redrement, the accrued monthly benefit 
is determined from the ca^ value of insurance or 
annuity contracts, provide the cash value. 

15. Adjusted monthly plan benefit. If, as of the 
proposed termination date, an individual is receiving 
or has elected to receive benefits in an optional form 
or at an early redrement age permitted by the plan, 
show the amo unt payable under that decdon. 

16. Plan adjustment factors. Provide any hartors 
used by the plan to adjust benefits for payment in an 
optional form or as an early or late redrement 
benefit. 

17. Value of adjusted monthly plan benefit 
Provide the esdmated value of the plan benefit as of 
the proposed terminadon date, calculated in 
accordant with 29 CFR Part 2619, Subpait C. With 
respect to a pardcipant who, as of the proposed 
terminadon date, is not receiving benefits and has not 
made s benefit elecdon, die value of the participant's 
benefit must include the value of all opdonal forms of 
benefits for which he or she is eligiNe under the 
terms of the plan. 

18. Vesting percentage. The vesting percentage is 
to be calculated without regard to any increase in 
vesting due to the termination. For contributory 
plans, enter the percentage applicable to the portioB 
of the accrued benefit provided by enqployer 
contribudona. 


SCHEDULED EA-D 

19. bfoothly vested adjusted pha benefR. The 
pordoo of the adjusted monthly plan benefit provided 
by employer contributions is multiplied by the vesting 
percentage and this amount is added to the benefit, if 
any, provided by employee GOQtribudoas. 

20. Monthly gusvanteed benefit This is the 
monthly vested adjusted benefit (number 19) reduced, 
if necessary, in accordance with PBGC reguladona 
and limitadona for single-employer plans. Provide 
the cakitladoos, f.e., phase-tn, substantial owner 
hiiiitatioQ,or maximurnguaraateeablebenefit Tbeae 
benefits should be calculaled without regard to any 
asset allocation. 

21. Value of monthly guaranteed benefit 
Estimated value of monthly guaranteed benetii as of 
the proposed termination date, calculated in 
accordance with 29 CFR Part 2619, Subpart C. 

22. Title rV benefits. If plan assets, when allocated 
in accordance with aection 4044 of ERISA and 
29 CFR Part 2618, can provide benefita to any 
participant in excess of the monthly guaranteed 
benefit, then the benefita dial can be provided should 
be computed. 

All computations used in the completed allocation 
process should be furnished along with an explanation 
as to how the participant*8 Title IV benefits were 
determined including any adjustments made to the 
amount of the benefit for the annuky form and the 
age at which it is assumed to be pay^>ie, Le., 
expected retirement age. Include any special 
schedules that were required to be prepaid for the 
plan under section 4144) of the Code. 

23. Value of Title IV benefits. Estimated value of 
Title rv benefits (number 22) as of the proposed 
termination date calculated in accordance with 29 
CFR Part 2619, Subpart C. 

Note: If additional partidpam and ben^ckuy 
information is needed by the PBGC to pay benefita 
pursuant to seaion 4061 or 4042(c) of ERISA, the 
PBGC may require that additional irtformation be 
submitted at such time as the PBGC requests in 
writing. 
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FORM 602 

K. SPECfflC INSTRUCTIONS - 
FORM 602 

Form 602 is the form duU imist be used by the plan 
administrator to certify that the disthbutiofi of assets 
was completed in accordance with section 4041(c) of 
ERISA. Form 602 must be filed with the PBGC 
within 30 days after the completion of the distribution 
of assets. 

Note: Pursuant to section 4071 of ERISA, the PBGC 
may impose a civil penalty of up to $1,000 per day 
for each day for which the Form 602 is overdue. 
This penalty may be imposed beginning on the 31st 
day after the distribution is completed. 

You must make the distribution of plan assets, after 
receiving a distribution notice from the PBGC, no 
earlier than the 61st day, and no later than the 180th 
day, following the day on which you complete the 
issuance of the notices of benefit distribution pursuant 
to 29 CFR § 2616.27(c). This 180-day period may 
be extended according to the rules set forth below. 

Note: Plan assets may not be distributed if either the 
plan administrator or the PBGC has made a finding 
that the plan is insufficient for guaranteed benffits. 

Automatic extension 

The distribution deadline will automatically be 
extended until the 60th day after the plants receipt of 
a favorable IRS determination letter, if — 

(1) on or before the date that the plan administrator 
completes issuance of the notices of benefit 
distribution, the plan administrator submitted to the 
IRS a complete request for a determination letter with 
respect to the plan's tax-qualification status upon 
termination; 

(2) the plan administrator does not receive the IRS's 
determination letter at least 60 days before the 
expiration of the 180-day period for distribution; and 

(3) on or before the last day of the 180-day period, 
the plan administrator iK>tifie 0 the PBGC in writing 
that an extension of the distribution deadline is 
required and certifies that the conditions in (1) and 
(2) have been met 


FORM 602 

Discretionary extension 

If the plan administrator will be unable to complete 
the dir^bution of plan assets within the 180-day (or 
extended) period, the plan administrator may file a 
written request with the PBGC for an extension of the 
distribution deadline. 

The PBGC will grant a discretionary extension only 
if the PBGC is satisfied that the delay in making the 
distribution is not due to the action or inaction of the 
plan administrator or the contributing sponsor and 
distribution can in fM:t be completed by the date 
requested. 

The request must be filed no later than 30 days 
before the expiration of the 180-day (or extended) 
period, must explain the reason for the request, and 
must provide a date certain by which the distribution 
will be made if the extension is granted. All requests 
for extensions must be in writing addressed to: 

Case Officer, Case Processing Division 
Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation 
Room 5500 (Code 41400) 

2020 K Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20006-1860 

Part 1. Distribution Information 

3 Enter the PBGC Case Number. You will 
find this number on the letter that the PBGC 
sent to you acknowledging receipt of the 
Form 600 for this plan. 

4 Enter the date on which the distribudoo of 
assets was completed. 

A distribudoo of assets by the purchase of 
annuity contracts occurs when the obligadoo 
for providing benefit liabilides passes 
irrevocably from the plan administrator to 
the insurer. 

A distribudoo of assets in a manner other 
than by the purchase of an annuity contract 
occurs on OQ which the benefits are 

delivered to the pardcipant or beneficiary (or 
to another plan or benefit airangement or 
other recipient authorized by the participant 


- 18 - 










Federal Register / VoL 57, No. 240 / Monday, December 14, 1992 / Notices 


59173 


form 602 

or beneficiary in accordance with applicable 
law and regtilations) personally or by deposit 
with a noail or courier service (as evidenced 
by a postmark or written receipt). 

The ccmtract dial is purchased must be a 
single premium, Don*participating (except aa 
discus^ below), non-surrenderable axmuity 
contract that constitutes an irrevocable 
commitment by the insurer to provide the 
benefits purchased. A participating amiuity 
contract may be purchased to provide the 
annuity benefits only if the plan is sufficient 
for all benefit liabilities and: (1) all benefit 
liabilities will be guaranteed under the 
annuity contract as the unconditional, 
irrevocable, and non-cancellable obligation 
of the insurer, (2) in no event, including 
unfavorable investment or actuarial 
experience, can the amounts payable to 
participants under the annuity contract 
decrease except to correct mistakes; and (3) 
no amount of residual assets to which 
participants are entitled will be used to pay 
for the participation feature. Specifically, if 
all or a portion of the residual assets will be 
distributed to participants, the additional 
premium for the participation feature must 
be paid from the contributing ^x>nsor*s 
share, if any, of the residual assets or from 
assets of the contributing sponsor. If the 
plan provided for mandatory employee 
contributions, the amount of residual assets 
must be determined using the price of the 
annuities for all benefit liabilities without the 
participation feature. If these requirements 
are not satisfied, a nonparticipating annuity 
contract must be purchased to close out tl^ 
plan. 

7 If you have been unable to locate certain 
participants after having made a reasonable 
effort to do so, you must purchase 
irrevocable commitments to provide benefits 
for each participant who has not been 
located. In the alternative, if the benefit of 
any unlocatable participant is valued at 
$3,500 or less and would otherwise be 
distributed in a lump sum, you may deposit 


FORM 602 

the noonies that would otherwise be 
distributed into an interest-bearing bank 
account opened in the participant's name at 
a federally insured institution. In the limited 
case where you have made every reasonable 
effort to locate missing participants and to 
locate institutions that are willing to open 
individual interest-bearing accounts, but are 
still unable to complete the distribution in 
this maxmer, then the use of a pooled 
interest-bearing account may be appropriate. 

If such an account (individual or pooled) is 
opened, it must be maintained by a fiduciary 
whom you have designated and who 
continues to have <Higoing fiduciary 
obligations to those missing plan 
participants. The fiduciary must keep clear, 
up-tO'date records of each participant's 
opening balance and earnings throughout the 
life of the account and must be available to 
make every reasonable effort to assist those 
participants who do come forward to claim 
their benefits. 

8a As soon as practicable after a distribution by 
the purchase of an irrevocable commitment, 
you or the insurer must provide each 
participant and beneficiary with a copy of 
the axmuity ccmtract or a certificate showing 
the insurer's name and address and cleariy 
reflecting the insurer's obligaticm to provide 
the participant's or beneficiary's benefit. 

If such a contract or certificate is not 
available before the deadline for filing Form 
602, you must, no later than that deadline, 
provide each participant and beneficiary with 
a written notice stating: 

(1) that the obligation for providing the 
benefit has transferred to the insurer; 

(2) the name and address of the insurer; 

(3) the name, address, and telephone number 
of the person designated by the insurer to 
answer questions concerning the axmuity; 
and 
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FORM 602 FORM 602 


(4) that the paiticipaiit or heoeficiafy will 
receive from die p4aa administrator or the 
insurer a copy of the annuity contnict or a 
certificate showing the insurer's name and 
address and clearly reflecting die insurer's 
obligation to provide die participant’s or 
beneficiary's benefit. 

9 Enter the name and address of the 
insurer(s), if any, that made an irrevocable 
commitment to provide benefita under the 
plan. The name must be the full official 
name of recoixL 


10 Enter the name, address, and telephone 
number of the person keeping the plan 
records. The contributing sponsor or plan 
administrator must keep records supporting 
the calculation and valuation of benefits and 
assets for at least six years after the date the 
post-distribudoo cerdficatioo is filed. 

11 In reporting values, use the actual cost to the 
plan of the distribution (the amount of any 
lump sum distribution; the price paid for a 
nonpardcipsling annuity contract). 



.20. 
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Fik ihii fom widb Penokm Beaefit 
Ouaramy Cotponlioa for a dirtrai 
Knuinadoo for whkdi a Dorioe ot iataat 
10 lerminale ii iHuad oa or after 


Do NOT fik Ihii fom with Ihe lalaraal 
Reveaae Servioa. 


Distress Termination 
Notice of Intent to Terminate 


PBGC Form 600 


DRAFT 


PARTL roENTIFYING INFORMATION 
la Plan name__ 


b 

2a 


Plan effective date 


r~rT 


Moolh Day Year 


Contributing sponsor 


c Last day of plan year 


□Z3 

Moalh Day 


Name 

Adiireaa 


(oumbor and Mreet) 

-5utr 


City or town 


_ Telephone number_\ 

Zip Coda" Area codo~~ 


b Employer identification and plan numbers 


□ 

□ 

UrJ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 


3a 


If you used a different EIN or PN for this 
contributing sponsor/plan in previous filings with 
the PBGC, the Department of Labor, or the 
Internal Revenue Service, also show the numberfs) 
previously reported 

Contributing sponsor's tax year end 
Industry code 

Plan administrator (If same as 2a, enter "same”.) 


n 


Baler 9difil BIN 


m nj3 

Ealer3d«ilPN 



Name 

Company 


AddrcM 

City or Iowa 


(number and street) ' 




Telqphooe number \ 

^ip Coi#“* Area code" 
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b Name, address, and telq>bone number of person to be contacted if more information is needed. 
(If same as 3a, enter ‘same*.) 


Nitrne 

AddreM 


^ity or town 


(number «nd 

Suie 


Zip~Co3c 


Telephone number_\ 

Atm cdST 


PARXn. GENERAL PLAN INFORMATION 
4 Pfoposed tefmiruUion date 


Moodi Day Year 

5 Estimated number of plan participants as of Che 
proposed termination date: 

a Active Participants: 

(i) Fully vested _ 

(ii) Partially vested _ 

(iii) Nonvested _ 

(iv) Total active 
participants 
(add a(i) through 

(iii)) _ 

b Retirees or beneficiaries 

receiving benefits _ 

c Separated vested 
participants entitled 

to receive benefits _ 


d Total (add a(iv) 

through c) _ 

6 Changes in contributing sponsor associated with 
plan termination: 

a O No change 

b O Reorganization as part of 

bankruptcy or similar proceeding 

c □ Merger of existing subsidiaries or 
divisions, not involving bankruptcy 

dD Sale or closing of subsidiaries or 
divisions, not involving bankruptcy 

e n Acquisition by another business 
f Q Acquisition of another business 
g Q Liquidation 


7 Intention concerning expected pension coverage for 
currently employed participants covered under the 
terminated plan: 

.□ No new plan 

b O New or existing defined benefit plan 
cD New or existing profit-sharing plan 
d Q New or existing 401(k) plan 

.□ Other new or existing plan, 

specify_ 

8a Is there more than one contributing sponsor? 

Yes □ No □ 

b If "Yes”, is this a multiple employer plan? 

Yes □ No □ 


9a Is the contributing sponsor(s) a member of a controlled 
group? 

Yes □ No □ 

b If you checked ’Yes' in 8s or 9s, sttach s sUtement 
identifying each contributing sponsor and each member of 
the contributing ^>onsor*s controlled group as of the 
proposed terminatioo date and the distress test each entity 
expects to meet. 


2 
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lOa Has there been a change in the composition of a 
contributing sponsor*8 controlled group within 
the 5-year period prior to the proposed 
termination date? 

Yea □ No □ 

b If "Yes”, attach a atatemeat that describes the 
transactioo(8). 

1 la Has the contributing spoQsor(s) filed, or had filed 
against it, a petition seeking reorganization in 
bankruptcy under Chapter 11, liquidation in 
bankruptcy under Chapter 7, or reorganization or 
liquidation in a similar proceeding under die laws 
of a state or a political subdivision of a state? 

Yes □ No □ 


b If you checked "Yes” in 1 la, are the proceedings 
still ongoing? 

Yes □ No □ 

c If "Yes”, attach a copy of the petition showing 
the court docket num^. If ”No*, attach a copy 
of the order dismissing or otherwise resolving 
the proceedings. 

For reorganization under Chapter 11 or 
similar state proceeding, complete item lld« 

d Has the bankruptcy court been requested to 

approve the termination of the plan? 

Yes □ No □ 
e If 'Yes*: 

(i) Enter die date of request to the court 


Moolb DiQr Year 

(ii) Enter the date documents were 
submitted to the PBGC 


12a Are all eligible participants/beneficianes, who are 
entitled to and have applied for benefits, receiving 
such monthly benefits from the plan? 

Yes □ No □ 


b If ”No*, attach a statement as to the reason for non¬ 
payment, including the nundier of participanta/ 
beneficiaries and total monthly benefits not being 
paid. 


13a Are the plan assets expected to be sufficient to 
continue to pay all benefits when due during the next 
180 days? 

Yes □ No □ 


b If *No”, attach an explanation. 

14a Are any participants/beneficiaries receiving benefits in 
excess of estimated Title IV benefits? 

Yes □ No □ 

b If "Yes”, are they scheduled to be reduced to the 
estimated Tide IV level as of the proposed termination 
date? 

Yes □ NoD 

15 Attach copies of the following documents: 

a All plan documents, including all 
amendments widiin last five years; 
b Trust documents and/or insurance contracts; 
c Most recent financial statement of plan 
assets; 

d Collective bargaining agreements relating to 
the plan; 

e IRS determination letter(s); 
f Most recent plan actuarial rqxirt; and 
g Form 5500, Schedules B and SSA (last three 
years). 


MfliA Dqr Yew 


3 
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16 The plan lecoids are currendy available at: 


Addrew 


City or town 


(Dumber tod Arect) 


Suie 


Zip Code 


Telephone number_ \ 

Area code 


PART in. PLAN ADMINISTRATOR CERTinCATION 

I, the Plan Administrator, certify that, to the best of my knowledge and belief: 

- I am implementing the termination of the plan in accordance with all applicable laws and regulations; and 

- the information contained in this filing is true, correct, and complete. 

In making this certification, I recognize that knowingly and willfully making false, fictitious, or fraudulent statements 
to the PBGC is punishable under 18 U.S.C. 1001. 


PUn tdiniiiiftrmlor*8 name (type or prioi) 


PUd •diniiuftiiU)r*i ugneture 


bide 


4 
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Designation of Representative 


Schedule REP-D 
(PBGC Form 600) 

Appe—i rm mu 

DRAFT 


PARTL IDENTIFYING INFORMATION 

1 PlannamD_ 

2 Employer ideadficatioD and plan numbers 

3 Plan administrator 


11 I I 11 I I n nz: 

Enter 9 digit EIN R*«ier 3 digit PN 


Name 


Company 

JSSnm " 

bity or town 


([number and Mroet) 

State 


Zip Coda 


Telephone number_\ 

Area code 


PART n. DESIGNATION OF REPRESENTATIVE(S) 

^ , plan administrator of the above-named pension plan, 

her^y appoint the following representative<s) to act on my behalf befoie the Pension Benefit Guaranty 
Corporation on all mtdtets (other than those specifically excluded below) relating to the termination of the 
above-named pension plan: 

5 Repfiesentative(8) 


Ntrne ^ ^ ^ — --——-— - 

Company --—-—- 

Adareaa 

(number and alreet) 

Telephone nuxrbti \ 

City or town 

Name 

Sum 

Zip Code Area code 


Company 

ioajisi— 

C57 M town 


^number and alreet) 

Stain 


lipiodt 


Telq>hoiie ouoiber_\ 

Area co^T 





























59180 


Federal Register / Vol. 57, No. 240 / Monday, December 14, 1992 / Notices 


6 Mstters excluded (list any specific acts with respect to the plan terminatioo that you are excluding from 
the acts otherwise authorized in this designation):_ 


PART in. RETENTION/REVOCATION OF PRIOR DESIGNATION(S) 


7a Have you filed any prior de8ignation(8) 
of representative for this terminatioa? 

Yes □ No □ 


b If "Yes", do you want any such prior de8ignatioo(8) 
of representative to remain in effect? (Attach a copy 
of all prior designations that are to remain in effect.) 

Yes □ No □ 


PARTfV. SIGNATURE OF PLAN ADMINISTRATOR 
Note: The PBGC will not accept unsigned designations. 

In executing this document, I certify that the foregoing is true and correct, and recognize that knowingly and willfully making 
false, fictitious, or fraudulent statements to the PBGC is punishable under 18 U.S.C. 1001. 


Signiture 


Dite 


Title (if applkabk) 


Type or print name 


Signature Date Title (if applicable) 


Type or print name 


2 
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UkOOVtRMMfNr ACMCV 


File fbm widi die Pcmk» Beaelit 
(}umaty CorponitkNi for ■ di^nm 
tenninetiaa for which a ooboe of iaieBa 
to tenninatc ii ivued oo or after 


Do NOT file thia fofm whh the lateraal 
Revenue Service. 


Distress Termination Notice 
Single-Employer Plan Termination 


PBGC Form 601 


OMB 1212406 


DRAFT 


PARTI. IDENTIFYING INFORMATION 
I Plan name_ 


Contributing sponsor^ 


Employer identification and plan numbers 


PBGC Case number 


Holer 9 difil EIN 


Emer 3 dif il PN 


PART IL SPECmC PLAN INFORMATION 
5a Proposed termination date 


Month Day Year 

b Proposed termination date stated in notice of 
intent to terminate (if different from 5a) 


Mcalli Day Yew 

6a Earliest date notice of intent to terminate issued 
to affected parties 


Month Day Year 

Latest date notice of intent to terminate issued to 
affected parties (other than PBGC) 


Moa0 Dqr Year 

Does each contributing sponsor axid each member 
of a contributing ^xmsor’s controlled group meet 
one of the distress tests described in section 
4041(c)(2)(B) of ERISA and 29 CFR $ 2616.3? 


b Attach a statement identifying each contributing 
sponsor and each controlled group member and the 
distress test met by each. Also attach the information 
to demonstrate that each contributing sponsor and 
controlled group member meets the distress test(s) 
identified. 

8a Has a formal challenge to the termination been 
initiated under an existing collective bargaining 
agreement? 

Yes □ No □ N/A □ 

b If ”Yes*» attach a copy of the formal challenge and 
a statement describing the challenge. 

9 For plans that were paying benefits in excess of Title 
IV benefits, have the benefits of participants/ 
beneficiaries in pay status been reduced to the 
estimated Title IV benefits pursuant to 29 CFR Part 
2623? 

t. 

Yes □ No □ N/A □ 

10 Has the plan ever required en^loyee contributions? 

Yes □ No □ 


Yes □ No □ 
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1U Have you filed or will you file with the Internal 
Revenue Service an application for a 
determination letter on the termination of this 
plan? 

Yes □ No □ 
b If "Yes", enter the district: 


and filing date: | | | 

Dty Y«r 

12a Has the Internal Revenue Service granted any 
mini mum fimding waiver(8) for this plan? 

Yes □ No □ 

b If "Yes", attach (1) copies of all waiver ruling 
letters and (2) a schedule showing the total 
amount waived for each plan year and the 
remaining unamortized amount of die waiver. 


13a Are there any requests for minimum funding 

waiver(8) pending before the IRS? 

Yes □ No □ 

b If "Yes", attach (1) copies of all applications 

including cover letters and exhibits and (2) a schedule 
showing for each plan year the pending waiver 
amount. 

14a Are there outstanding enq>loyer contributions owed to 

the plan exclusive of amounts described in 12 and 
13? 

Yes □ No □ 

b If "Yes*, attach a schedule showing for each plan 
year the anK>unt of outstanding employer 
contributions owed. 


PART in. PLAN ADMINISTRATOR CERTfflCATION 

I, the Plan Administrator, certify that, to the best of my knowledge and belief: 

- the information contained in this filing is true, correct, and complete; and 

- the information provided to the enrolled actuary is true, correct, and complete. 

In making this certificatioo, I recognize that knowingly and willfully making false, fictitious, or fraudulent statements to the PBGC 
is punishable under 18 U.S.C. 1001. 

Plm admimAntor't Dime (type or prim) 

PUn adminiitnlor*! lignature 


2 














Federal Register / Vol. 57. No. 240 / Monday, December 14, 1992 / Notices 


59183 



Distress Termination 
Enrolled Actuary Certification 


Schedule EA-D 
(PBGC Form 601) 


OMB 

draft 


Plan Name 

EIN: 


□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

1 PN:I 

□ 

□ 

□ 


PART 1. SUFnCEENCY LEVEL AS OF 

PROPOSED TERMINATION DATE 

1 As of the proposed termination date, is the value 
of plan assets available to pay for plan benefits, 
when allocated in accordance with section 4044 
of ERISA- 

a Less than the value of all benefits guaranteed by 
the PBGC under section 4022(a) and (b) of 
ERISA? 

Yes □ No □ 

b Equal to or greater than the value of guaranteed 
benefits, but less than the value of benefit 
liabilities? 

Yes □ No □ 

c Equal to or greater than the value of benefit 
liabilities? 

Yes □ No □ 

If you checked •*Yes** in la, complete the rest 
of Part I and complete Part Ul. Do not 
complete Part II. If you checked •*No" in la, 
complete the rest of Part I, Part n, and Part 

m. 


2 Estimated value of plan assets available to pay for 
plan benefits, determined as of the proposed 
termination date: 

a Estimated value of plan 
assets (excluding value of 


contributions owed 

to the plan) $ 

b Estimated total 

contributions owed to 

the plan $ 

c Estimated collectible 

value of 2b % 

d Estimated value of total 

plan assets (sum of a 
axul c) $ 


3 Estimated value of 
Title IV benefits 
as of the proposed 
termination date $ 


4 Estimated value of all 
benefit liabilities as of 
the proposed termination 
date $ 
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PART IL SUFnCIENCY LEVEL AS OF 

PROPOSED DISTRIBUTION DATE 

5 Proposed distributioa date 


Moalk Div Ymr 

6 As of the proposed distribution date, do you 

project that the plan will have sufficient assets 
available to pay for plan benefits, when allocated 
in accordance with section 4044 of ERISA, to 
provide— 


a All benefits guaranteed by the PBGC under section 
4022(a) and (b) of ERISA, but not benefit liabilities? 

Yes □ No □ 
b All benefit liabilities? 

Yes □ No □ 


PARTm. ENROLLED ACTUARY CERTEFICATION 
I, the Enrolled Actuary, certify that: 


- 1 have reviewed all relevant plan documents, plan and participant data, and the method used to value the plan assets; 

- I have applied all relevant provisions of ERISA, the Code, and the regulations promulgated thereunder; 

- to the best of my knowledge and belief, the information contained in this schedule is true, correct, and complete; 
and 

- to the best of my knowledge and belief, the plan*8 assets and benefits have been valued in accordance with Tide IV and 
PBGC regulations; and the value of the plan’s assets, when allocated in accordance with the PBGC’s regulation on 
allocation of assets (29 CFR Part 2618), is sufficient (as of the propose termination date) to provide plan benefits as 
indicated: 

(Check one) □ Insufficient for Q Sufficient for □ Sufficient for 

guaranteed benefits guaranteed benefits - benefit liabilities 

but not for benefit 
liabilities 


In making this certification, I recognize that knowingly and willfully making false, fictitious, or fraudulent statements to the PBGC 
is punishable under 18 U.S.C. 1001. 


Enrolled Rctuiry’! name (type or print) 


Enrolled actuary tdenuficatiofi number 


Company 

Addieaa 

(nuinbcr and Hied) 

Telephone number \ 


City or town 

c-*: 

Stale 

Zip Code Area code 

—. 


2 
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The pha rinunittmtor mu*t fite fkm 
form with the PdMkm Benefit Omnmty 
Corpondka BO iMer then 30 <ky« after 
dhtribution of —et» ■ oompleled. 


PBGC Form 602 

Post-Distribution Certification 
for Distress Termination 

draft 


PARTL DISTRIBUTION INFORMATION 
1 Plan name_ 


2 Employer identification and plan numbers III! 

Eater 9 difit EIN 

3 PBGC Case number_ 


4 Date of distribudoo 

Moolh Dmy Yew 

5 Latest date notices of benefit distribution issued to 
participants or beneficiaries 


Month Day Yew 

6a Were some or all of the benefits distributed 
through the purchase of irrevocable commitments 
from an insurer? 

Yes n No □ 

b If "Yes", were participants and beneficiaries 
provided with the name and address of the 
insurer(s) no later than 45 days before the date of 
distribudon? ^ 

Yes □ No □ 


Enter 3 difit FN 

7a Wen you able to locate all participants? 

Yes □ No □ 

b If "No", were irrevocable commitments purchased or 
monies deposited, as required? 

Yes □ No □ 

8a Has a copy of the annuity contract, cerddeate, or 
written nodee been provided to each pardcipant and 
beneficiary receiving benefits in the form of 
irrevocable commitments? 

Yes □ No □ N/A □ 

b If "Yes", enter date, or latest date, annuity contracts, 
certificates, or written nodees were issued to 
participants and beneficiaries: 


Mona Dty Yenr 


Name and address of insurer(s), if any, from whom aimuity contracts have been purchased 


Name 


Addresa 


{number tnd Areet) 


City or town 


Annuity cootna auiid>er<7 


State 


Zip Code 


Name* 

Addrei 


Ciiy or town 


{number and itreet) “ 

Sute 


^{onnity contract numbcr(ij' 


^ip Code 
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Q 


Location of plan records 
Naim 

A33nuM 

city or town 



Telqshooe number_ \ 

Zip dxKie ’ Atm code" 


10 Summary of distribution of benefit liabilities 

Form Number Of Total Value 

ParticipaDts/Beneficiaries 

a Annuities _ $_ 

b Lump sums (other 

than rollovers) 

— consensual _ $_ 

— noncoQsensual _ $_ 

c Rollovers _ $__ 

d No distribution _ $_ 

e TOTAL _ $_ 


PARXn. IX.AN ADMINISTRATOR CERTinCATION 
I, the Plan Administrator* certify that 

-1 have made a reasonable effort to locate all participants; 

- to the best of my knowledge aiui belief* benefits payable with respect to participants have been calculated and valued 
correctly in accordance with applicable provisions of ERISA and the regulations thereunder* 

- to the best of my knowledge and belief* all (dieck one) O guaranteed benefits OR □ benefit liabilities under the plan 
have been satisfied; 

- to the best of my knowledge and belief* the information contained in this filing is true* correct* and complete; and 

- I am aware that records supporting the calculation and valuation of benefits and assets must be kept at least six years 
after the date this postnlistribution certification is filed. 

In making this certification* 1 recognize that knowingly and willfully making false* fictitious, or fraudulent statements to the PBGC 
is punishable under 18 U.S.C. 1001. 


Name of plan admimiitrRtor (type or print) 

Company 


f 


AddreM 

(number and ftreet) 

Telephone number \ 


Chy or town 

-5uu- 

Zip Code Area code 



PUn AdmiAiftnitof'• tigiuiture ~ Dale 

IFR Doc. 92-30059 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am] 

BIUJNQ CODE 770S-01^ 
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securities and exchange 

COMMISSION 

[ReleaM No. 34-31571; File No. SR-CBOE- 
92-19] 

Self-Regulatory Organizations; Filing 
of Proposed Rule Change by the 
Chicago Board Options Exchange, 

Inc., Relating to OEX RAES Eligibility 
Standards 

December 7,1992. 

Pursuant to section 19(b)(1) of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 
(“Act ’), 15 U.S.C. 78s(b)(l). notice is 
hereby given that on September 16, 

1992, the Chicago Board Options 
Exchange, Inc, (“CBOE* ** or “Exchange”) 
filed with the Securities and Exchange 
Commission (“SEC” or “Commission”) 
the proposed rule change as described 
in Items 1,11 and III below, which Items 
have been prepared by the self- 
regulatory organization. The 
Commission is publishing this notice to 
solicit comments on the proposed rule 
change from interested persons. 

I. Self-Regulatory Organization’s 
Statement of the Terms of Substance of 
the Proposed Rule Change 

The CBOE proposes to amend the 
eligibility standards under which 
individuals, member organizations and 
joint accounts may participate in the 
CBOE’s Retail Automatic Execution 
System (“RAES” or “System”) for 
Standard & Poor’s (“S&P”) 100 Index 
(“OEX”) options, and to include the 
revised eligibility standards in the 
Exchange’s rules as CBOE Rule 24.17, 
"RAES Eligibility in OEX.”' The text of 
the proposal is available at the Office of 
the Secretary, CBOE and at the 
Commission. 

II. Self-Regulatory Organization’s 
Statement of the Purpose of, and 
Statutory Basis for, the Proposed Rule 
Change 

In its filing with the Commission, the 
self-regulatory organization included 
statements concerning the purpose of 
and basis for the proposed rule change 
and discussed any comments it received 
on the proposed rule change. The text 
of these statements may be examined at 
me places specified in Item IV below. 
The self-regulatory organization has 
prepared summaries, set forth in 
sections (A), (B), and (C) below, of the 
most significant aspects of such 
statements. 


RAES eligibility standards were 
a^pproved by the Commission in Securities 
S No. 27378 (October 24.198S 

87 22 ) ^ approving Pile No. SR-CBOE- 


(A) Self-Regulatory Organization's 
Statement of the Puiwse of, and 
Statutory Basis for, tne Proposed Rule 
Change 

(1) Purpose 

The CBOE proposes to amend the 
eligibility standards imder which 
individuals, member organizations and 
joint accounts may participate in RAES 
for OEX options, and to include the 
revised eligibility standards in the 
Exchange’s rules as CBOE Rule 24.17, 
“RAES Eligibility in OEX.” The CBOE 
states that the proposed amendments 
reflect changes in the marketplace, as 
well as the l^change’s experience to 
date with the existing eligibility 
standards. The Exchange explains that 
the purpose of the proposed rule change 
is to promote (1) greater depth and 
liquidity in OEX options markets, and 

(2) more equitable participation in 
RAES by active Market-Makers in the 
OEX crowd. 

Specifically, with regard to an 
individual Market-Maker’s eligibility to 
participate in RAES, the proposal 
provides that: (1) The Exchange will 
consider a Market-Maker’s O^ trades 
for the preceding month, rather than 
reviewing his OEX and S&P 500 Index 
(“SPX”) trades for the preceding 
quarter; (2) a Market-Maker must 
execute at least 75% of his Market- 
Maker contracts for the preceding 
month in OEX; and (3) a Market-Maker 
must execute at least 75% of his trades 
for the preceding month in person.^ In 
addition, the proposal requires 
individuals logged onto RAES to log off 
the System when they leave the trading 
crowd; failure to log off RAES after 
leaving the trading crowd will result in 
a fine of $500.00, imposed by the OEX 
Floor Procedures Committee (“OFPC”). 

For joint accounts, the proposal 
allows the manager of a joint account to 
log onto RAES all eligible account 
members present in the OEX trading 
crowd. In addition, the proposal 
provides that (1) members of a joint 
account who are not present in the OEX 
trading crowd may not be logged onto 
RAES; (2) a joint account member must 
log off RAES whenever he leaves the 
OEX trading crowd; and (3) once a 
member of a joint account has been 
logged onto OEX RAES at any time 
during an expiration cycle, each 
member of that account must be logged 
onto the System at any time that he 
enters the OEX trading crowd from the 
date of the initial log-on through the 


* Currently, to participate in RAES, a Market- 

Maker must execute 50% of his Market-Maker 
contracts for the preceding month in OEX or SPX 
and must execute 25% of his Market-Maker trades 
for the preceding month in person in OEX or SPX. 


business day immediately preceding 
expiration. ’The proposea rule change 
mandates a fine of $500.00 per joint 
account member, imposed by the OFPC, 
for violations of the preceding 
requirements. In addition, a joint 
account member who fails to log onto 
the System on the last business day 
immediately preceding expiration will 
be disqualified from signing onto OEX 
RAES for a period of time to be 
determined by the OFPC. 

The CBOE proposes similar rules for 
members with multiple nominees. 
Specifically, the proposal allows the 
manager of a multiple nominee account 
to log onto RAES all eligible nominees 
present in the OEX trading crowd. In 
addition, the proposal provides that: (1) 
Nominees not present in the OEX 
trading crowd may not be logged onto 
RAES; (2) a participating nominee must 
log off the System when he leaves the 
O^ trading crowd; and (3) once a 
participating nominee has been logged 
onto OEX RAES at any time during an 
expiration cycle, each participating 
nominee of the member organization 
must be logged onto the System at any 
time that he enters the OEX trading 
crowd from the date of the initial log¬ 
on through the business day 
immediately preceding expiration. The 
proposal mandates a fine, imposed by 
the OFPC, of $500.00 per member for 
violations of the preceding 
requirements. In addition, a 
participating nominee who fails to log 
into the System on the last business day 
immediately preceding expiration will 
be disqualified from signing onto OEX 
RAES for a period of time to be 
determined by the OFPC, 

Finally, the proposed rule change 
would authorize the chairperson of the 
OFPC, or his or her designee, in 
consultation with a senior Exchange 
executive officer, to require Market- 
Makers who are member of the OEX 
trading crowd to log onto RAES if there 
appears to be inadequate RAES 
participation. 

By increasing the in-person and OEX 
volume quotas, decreasing the length of 
the review period, and restricting RAES 
participation to members that are 
present in the trading crowd, the 
Exchange seeks to achieve several 
objectives. First, the CBOE believes that 
the proposed criteria promote greater in¬ 
percent participation in the O^ trading 
crowd and, concomitantly, greater 
liquidity and depth in 01^ options 
markets. The Exchange anticipates that 
participating Market-Makers generally 
will trade out of their RAES positions, 
thereby creating greater liquidity and 
tighter bid-ask spreads, even in less 
active series. The CBOE believes that 
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the mandatory presence of RAES 
participants in the trading crowd will 
also promote greater accountability and 
is consistent with the current standard 
for participation in RAES and SPX and 
in equity options. 

In addition, the proposed eligibility 
criteria are designed to promote more 
equitable participation in RAES by 
those OEX Market-Makers that regularly 
assume the responsibility for making 
markets in OEX. Under the existing 
standards, Market-Makers that are 
neither present in the trading crowd nor 
active Market-Makers in OEX options 
may, nevertheless, participate in OEX 
RAES. This expansive pool of eligible 
Market-Makers deprives active in-crowd 
Market-Makers of the opportunity to 
participate proportionately in the 
customer order flow routed thought 
RAES. Under the revised standards, 
Market-Makers that do not assume a 
significant responsibility for making 
markets in the OEX crowd will be 
precluded from taking the other side of 
RAES-executed customer orders. 

The Exchange does not believe that 
the potential reduction in the number of 
Market-Makers eligible to participate in 
RAES will adversely affect the efficient 
functioning of the RAES system. Of the 
more than 280 Market-Makers currently 
logged onto RAES on an average day, 
approximately 210 would remain 
eligible under the proposed rule change. 
The CBOE states that in the past this has 
proven to be more than adequate to 
ensure the continued smooth operation 
of OEX RAES. In addition, the CBOE 
believes that the mandatory log-on 
provisions should ensure that there is 
adequate participation throughout the 
expiration cycle and, in particular, on 
expiration Fridays. 

Moreover, the CBOE believes that the 
proposal enhances those safeguards 
currently in place to ensure sufficient 
Market-Maker participation on OEX 
RAES during periods of market 
volatility. Specifically, as noted above, 
if there appears to be inadequate RAES 
participation in OEX, the proposed rule 
change would enable the chairman of 
the OFPC or his designee, in 
consultation with a senior executive 
Exchange officer, to require members of 
the OEX trading crowd to participate in 
RAES, regardless of eligibility, and to 
request participation by members 
outside of the OEX trading crowd. 
Currently, the entire OFPC must make 
this determination. In addition, the 
separate sanctions previously imposed, 
respectively, against individual Market- 
Makers and group participants for 
failure to comply with the OEX RAES 
rules and standards have been made co¬ 
extensive. Accordingly, any participant 


that fails to satisfy his long-on 
requirement on the last business day 
preceding expiration will be 
disqualified from signing onto the 
system for a period of time to be 
determined by the OFPC. Likewise, any 
participant that fails to abide by the 
long-on and long-off requirements set 
forth in the proposal will be subject to 
a free in the amount of $500.00. 

The CBOE explains that the 
amendments also reflect several 
administrative changes that have been 
implemented since the institution of the 
existing eligibility standards. First, only 
the manager of a group account, rather 
than each member of the account, is 
required to complete the RAES 
instructional program for purposes of 
satisfying the eligibility criteria. 
Likewise, the group manager has been 
authorized to log onto RAES all account 
members present in the OEX trading 
crowd. In addition, the revisions reflect 
the fact that the OFTC has assumed the 
enforcement responsibilities previously 
held by the Index Floor Procedure 
Committee. The format of the rule has 
also been amended to make it more 
consistent with other rules of the 
Exchange. 

The Exchange will provide those 
Market-Makers currently eligible to 
participate on RAES with a 60-day grace 
period following the effective date of the 
rule change to satisfy the new eligibility 
criteria if they desire to continue their 
participation in OEX RAES. The 
Exchange believes that this will 
alleviate any unnecessary burden on 
participating Market-Makers and public 
customers. 

(2) Basis 

The CBOE believes that the proposed 
rule change is consistent with section 
6(b) of the Act, in general, and furthers 
the objectives of section 6(b)(5), in 
particular, in that it is designed to 
increase market depth and liquidity and 
to provide an efficient and fair system 
for the accommodation of customer 
transactions on the Exchange. 

(B) Self-Regulatory Organization's 
Statement on Burden on Competition 

The CBOE does not believe that the 
proposed rule change will impose any 
burden on competition. 

(C) Self-Regulatory Organization's 
Statement on Comments on the 
Proposed Rule Change Received From 
Members, Participants or Others 

No written comments were solicited 
or received with respect to the proposed 
rule change. 


in. Date of Effectiveness of the 
Proposed Rule Change and Timing for 
Commission Action 

Within 35 days of the date of 
publication of this notice in the Federal 
Register or within such longer period (i) 
as the Commission may designate up to 
90 days of such date if it finds such 
longer period to be appropriate and 
publishes its reason for so finding or (ii) 
as to which the self-regulatory 
organization consents, the Commission 
will: 

(a) By order approve such proposed 
rule change, or 

(b) Institute proceedings to determine 
whether the proposed rule change 
should be disapproved, 

IV. Solicitation of Comments 

Interested persons are invited to 
submit written data, views and 
arguments concerning the foregoing. 
Persons making written submissions 
should file six copies thereof with the 
Secretary, Securities and Exchange 
Commission, 450 Fifth Street, NW., 
Washington, DC 20549. Copies of the 
submission, all subsequent 
amendments, all written statements 
with respect to the proposed rule 
change that are filed with the 
Commission, and all written 
communications relating to the 
proposed rule change between the 
Commission and any person, other than 
those that may be withheld from the 
public in accordance with the 
provisions of 5 U.S.C. 552, will be 
available for inspection and copying at 
the Commission’s Public Reference 
Section, 450 Fifth Street, NW., 
Washington, DC. Copies of such filing 
will also be available for inspection and 
copying at the principal office of the 
above-mentioned self-regulatory 
organization. All submissions should 
refer to the file number in the caption 
above and should be submitted by 
January 5,1993. 

For the Commission, by the Division of 
Market Regulation, pursuant to delegated 
authority. 

Margaret H. McFarland, 

Deputy Secretary. 

IFR Doc. 92-30203 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am) 
BILUNQ CODE t01(M>1-y 






Federal Register / Vol. 57, No. 240 / Monday, December 14, 1992 / Notices 


59189 


[Release Na 34-31570; International Series 
No. 506; File No. SR-CBOE-92-31] 

Self-Regulatory Organizations; Notice 
of Filing and Immediate Effectiveness 
of Proposed Rule Change by the 
Chicago Board Options Exchange, 

Inc., Relating to the Expiration Cycle 
for Options on the Financial Times- 
StocK Exchange 100 Index 

December 7,1992. 

Pursuant to section 19(b)(1) of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 
(“Act”), 15 U.S.C. 78s(b)(l), notice is 
hereby given that on October 2,1992, 
the Chicago Board Options Exchange, 

Inc. (“CBOE” or “Exchange”) filed with 
the Securities and Exchange 
Commission (“SEC” or “Commission”) 
the proposed rule change as described 
in Items 1,11 and III below, which Items 
have been prepared by the self- 
regulatory organization. The 
Commission is publishing this notice to 
solicit comments on the proposed rule 
change from interested persons. 

I. Self-Regulatory Organization’s 
Statement of the Terms of Substance of 
the Proposed Rule Change 

Currently, the CBOE lists options on 
a reduced value Financial Times-Stock 
Exchange 100 Index (“FT-SE 100” or 
“Index”) on a March quarterly cycle of 
expiration months.' Exchange Rule 
24.9(b) authorizes the CBOE to list up to 
six expiration months for index options; 
the options may expire at three-month 
intervals or in consecutive months. 
Pursuant to Exchange Rule 24.9(b) and 
the FT-SE Approval Order, the CBOE 
proposes to amend the pattern of 
expiration months for the Index options 
by increasing the number of expiration 
months from four to six. Specifically, 
the Exchange proposes to add two near- 
term months to the March quarterly 
cycle. 

The text of the proposed rule change 
is available at the Office of the 
Secretary, CBOE and at the Commission. 

II. Self-Regulatory Organization’s 
Statement of the Purpose of, and 
Statutory Basis for, the Proposed Rule 
Change 

In its filing with the Commission, the 
self-regulatory organization included 
statements concerning the purpose of 
and basis for the proposed rule change 
and discussed any comments it received 
on the proposed rule change. The test of 
these statements may be examined at 
places specified in Item IV below. 
The self-regulatory organization has 

’ See Securities Exchange Act Release No. 29722 
U>epteinber 23,1991), 56 FR 49807 (“FT-SE 
Approval Order”). 


prepared summaries, set forth in 
sections (A), (B), and (C) below, of the 
most significant aspects of such 
statements. 

(A) Self-Regulatory Organization’s 
Statement of the Purpose of, and 
Statutory Basis for, the Proposed Rule 
Change 

Pursuant to Exchange Rule 24.9(b) 
and the FT-SE Approval Order,* * the 
CBOE proposes to amend the pattern of 
expiration months for the Index options 
by increasing the number of expiration 
months from four to six. Specifically, 
the Exchange proposes to add two near- 
term months to the March quarterly 
cycle. Accordingly, the proposal will 
enable the Exchange to list series of 
reduced-value Index options with up to 
six different expiration months at any 
one time (i.e., the three consecutive 
near-term months and the three farther 
out months in the March quarterly 
cycle. Under this pattern, for example, 
in January the Exchange may list series 
of reduced value Index options that 
expire in each of the three consecutive 
near-term months, namely January, 
February, and March, and in the three 
far out months of the March quarterly 
expiration cycle, namely, June, 
September, and December. 

At no time will there be more than six 
expiration months in this class of 
options, exclusive of long-term options 
listed pursuant to Exchange Rule 
24.9(d). Likewise, at no time will the 
Exchange list a series of reduced value 
Index options that expires more than 
twelve months from the date the series 
is listed, again with the exception of 
long-term options listed pursuant to 
Exchange Rule 24.9(d). 

The purpose of the proposal is to 
provide the CBOE with the flexibility to 
list series of reduced value Index 
options expiring in each of the three 
near-term months in addition to the 
three further out months in the March 
quarterly expiration cycle. This will 
enable the Ebcchange to list reduced 
value Index options having the same 
pattern of expiration months that apply 
to Index options and options on futures 
on the Index traded on the London 
International Financial Futures and 
Options Exchange and the Chicago 
Mercantile Exchange, respectively. In 
addition, the amended pattern of 
expiration months is consistent with the 
pattern currently applicable for 
Exchange-listed options on the Standard 
& Poor’s 500 Index. 

The CBOE notes that the proposed 
change in the pattern of expiration 
months was expressly contemplated in 


^See note 1, supra. 


the original FT-SE Approval Order.* In 
addition, the CBOE notes that the 
proposal is consistent with Exchange 
Rule 24.9(b), which contemplates as 
many as six expiration months, in three- 
month intervals or consecutive months. 

The CBOE believes that the proposal 
is consistent with section 6(b) of the 
Act, in general, and furthers the 
objectives of section 6(b)(5), in 
particular, in that it is designed to 
protect investors and the public interest. 

(B) Self-Regulatory Organization’s 
Statement on Burden on Competition 

The CBOE does not believe that the 
proposed rule change will impose any 
’burden on competition. 

(C) Self-Regulatory Organization’s 
Statement on Comments on the 
Proposed Rule Change Received From 
Members, Participants or Others 

No written comments were solicited 
or received with respect to the proposed 
rule change. 

III. Date of Efifectiveness of the 
Proposed Rule Change and Timing for 
Commission Action 

The foregoing rule change constitutes 
a stated policy, practice or 
interpretation with respect to the 
administration of an existing CBOE rule. 
The Commission notes that the CBOE’s 
rules provide the Exchange with some 
discretion to add additional expiration 
months, and that the proposal is 
consistent with the procedures for 
changing the pattern of expiration 
months previously approved by the 
Commission.** Accordingly, the proposal 
has become effective pursuant to section 
19(b)(3)(A) of the Act and subparagraph 
(e) of Rule 19b-4 thereunder. At any 
time within 60 days of the filing of such 
proposed rule change, the Commission 
may summarily abrogate such rule 
change if it appears to the Commission 
that such action is necessary or 
appropriate in the public interest, for 
the protection of investors, or otherwise 
in furtherance of the proposes of the 
Act. 

IV. Solicitation of Comments 

Interested persons are invited to 
submit written data, views and 
arguments concerning the foregoing. 
Persons making written submissions 
should file six copies thereof with the 
Secretary, Securities and Exchange 
Commission, 450 Fifth Street, NW., 
Washington, DC 20549. Copies of the 
submission, all subsequent 


^ See note 1, supjti. 

* See Securities Exchange Act Release No. 23257 

(May 20,1986), 51 FR 19434 (order approving File 
Nos. SR-CBOE-88-02 and SR-CBOB-86-04). 
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amendments, ail written statements 
with respect to the proposed rule 
change that are hied with the 
Commission, and all written 
communications relating to the 
proposed rule change between the 
Commission and any person, other than 
those that may be withheld horn the 
public in accordance with the 
provisions of 5 U.S.C. 552, will be 
available for inspection and copying at 
the Commission’s Public Reference 
Section, 450 Fifth Street, NW., 
Washington, DC. Copies of such ftling 
will also be available for inspection and 
copying at the principal office of the 
above-mentioned self-regulatory 
organization. All submissions should 
refer to the ftle number in the caption 
above and should be submitted by 
January 5,1993. 

For the Commission, by the Division of 
Market Regulation, pursuant to delegated 
authority.* 

Margaret H. McFarland, 

Deputy Secretary. 

(FR Doc. 92-30204 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am) 
BILUNG CODE 


[Release No. 34-31566; International Series 
Release No. 504; File No. SB-OCC-^-29] 

Self-Regulatory Organizations; The 
Options Clearing Corporation; Notice 
of Filing of Proposed Rule Change 
Relating to Deilvery-Versue-Payment 
Settlement Procedures 

December 4,1992. 

Pursuant to section 19(b)(1) of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 
(‘"Act”),' notice is hereby given that on 
September 17,1992, The Options 
Clearing Corporation (‘‘OCC”) filed with 
the Securities and Exchange 
Commission (‘"Commission”) the 
proposed rule change (File No. SR- 
OCC-92-29) as descried in Items I, H, 
and III below, which Items have been 
prepared primarily by OCC, a self- 
regulatory organization (“SRO”). The 
Commission is publishing this notice to 
solicit comments on the proposed rule 
change from interested persons. 

1. SRO’s Statement of the Terms of 
Substance of the Proposed Rule Change 

OCC proposes to amend chapter XVI, 
Rule 1606A, of its Rules to modily the 
delivery-versus-payment (”DVP”) 
settlement procedures: (1) To provide 
that a Clearing Member is not 
discharged from its obligation to pay 
U.S. dollars or to deliver foreign 
currency in settlement of an exercise of 


* 17 CFR 200.30-3(a)(12) (1991). 
M5 U.S.C, 78s(b)(l) (1988). 


foreign currency options until the 
eajrlier of (i) the time when its agent 
bank makes final settlement or (ii) the 
time when OCC’s correspondent bank 
irrevocably credits (DCC’s account with 
the U.S. dollars or foreign currency 
deliverable by the Clearing Member’s 
agent bank; (2) to emphasize that OCC 
is obligated in the settlement 
rocesses to cause its correspondent 
ank to make settlement only against 
receipt of the agent bank's counter- 
settlement; and (3) to clarify that OCC's 
obligation to make payment or delivery 
is to the party designated by the 
Clearing Member’s agent b^k in the 
DVP Authorization, which may or may 
not be the agent bank. 

U. SRO's Statement of the Purpose of, 
and Statutory Basis for, the Proposed 
Rule Change 

In its filing with the Ckimmission, the 
SRO includ^ statements concerning 
the purpose of and basis for the 
proposed rule change and discussed any 
comments it receiv^ on the proposed 
rule change. The text of these statements 
may be examined at the places specified 
in Item IV below. The SRO has prepared 
summaries, set forth in sections A, B, 
and C below, of the most significant 
aspects of such statements. 

A. SRO's Statement of the Purpose of 
and Statutory Basis for, the Proposed 
Rule Change 

The proposed rule change to chapter 
XVI, Rule 1606A of OCC’s Rules has 
three purposes. First, the proposal will 
clarify that a Clearing Member that 
elects to settle via DVP procedures 
permitted by Rule 1606A is not 
discharged from its obligation to pay 
U.S. dollars or to deliver foreign 
currency in settlement of an exercise of 
foreign currency options until the 
earlier of (i) the time when its agent 
bank makes final settlement or (ii) the 
time when OCC’s correspondent bank 
irrevocably credits (XXU’s account with 
the U.S. dollars or foreign currency 
deliverable by the Clearing Member’s 
agent bank. Secondly, the proposal will 
emphasize the conditional nature of 
(DCC’s obligation in the DVP settlement 
process. OCC is obligated to cause its 
correspondent bank to make settlement 
only against receipt of the agent bank's 
counter-settlement. Finally, the 
proposal will clarify that (DCC s 
obligation to make payment or delivery 
is to the party designated by the 
Clearing Member’s agent bank in the 
DVP authorization, which may or may 
not be the agent bank. 

OCC believes that the proposed rule 
change is consistent with the purposes 
and requirements of section 17A of the 


Act * because it conforms the allocation 
of the settlement risk in the DVP process 
to that of the regular way settlement 
process and avoids a situation where 
OCC would be obligated to release 
margin or deliver currency to a Clearing 
Member whose agent bank has failed to 
settle with CXX’s correspondent bank. 

B. SRO's Statement on Burden on 
Competition 

OCC believes that the proposed rule 
change will not impose any burden on 
competition. 

C. SRO's Statement on Comments on 
the Proposed Rule Change Received 
From Members, Participants, or Others 

OCC has not solicited comments with 
respect to the proposed rule change, and 
none have been received. 

III. Date of Effectiveness of the 
Proposed Rule Change and Timing for 
Commission Action 

Within thirty-five days of the date of 
publication of this notice in the Federal 
Register or within such longer period (i) 
as the Commission may designate up to 
ninety days of such date if it finds such 
longer period to be appropriate and 
publishes its reasons for so finding or 
(ii) as to which the SRO consents, the 
Commission will: 

(A) By order approve such proposed 
rule change or 

(B) Institute proceedings to determine 
whether the proposed rule change 
should be disapproved, 

IV. Solicitation of Conunents 

Interested persons are invited to 
submit written data, views, and 
arguments concerning the foregoing. 
Persons making written submissions 
should file six copies thereof with the 
Secretary, Securities and Exchange 
Commission, 450 Fifth Street, NW., 
Washington, DC 20549. Copies of the 
submission, all subsequent 
amendments, all written statements 
with respect to the proposed rule 
change that are filed with the 
Commission, and all written 
communications relating to the 
proposed rule change between the 
Commission and any person, other than 
those that may be withheld from the 
public in accordance with the 
provisions of 5 U.S.C. 552, will be 
available for inspection and copying in 
the Commission’s Public Reference 
Section, 450 Fifth Street, NW., 
Washington, DC 20549. Copies of such 
filing will also be available for 
inspection and copying at the P^ncipai 
office of OCC. Ail submissions should 


2 15 U.S.C. 78q-l (1988). 
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rofer to Filo No. SR—OCG~92—29 &iid 
should be submitted by January 5,1993, 

For the Commission by the Division of 
Market Regulation, pursuant to delegated 
authority.^ 

Margaret H. McFarland, 

Deputy Secretary. 

(FR Doc. 92-30205 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am] 
biluno code mio-oi-m 


(Rel. No. IC-19147; File No. 812-7911] 

Anchor National Life Insurance 
Company, et al. 

December 4,1992. 

AGENCY: Securities and Exchange 
Commission (the “Commission’* or the 
“SEC”). 

ACTION: Notice of application for 
exemption under the Investment 
Company Act of 1940 (the “1940 Act”). 

APPLICANTS: Anchor National Life 
Insurance Company (“Anchor 
National”), Variable Separate Account 
(the “Separate Account”), SunAmerica 
Securities, Inc. (“SunAmerica”) and 
Royal Alliance Associates, Inc. (“Royal 
Alliance”). 

RELEVANT 1940 ACT SECTIONS: Order 
requested under section 6(c) for 
exemptions from sections 26(a)(2) and 
27(c)(2) of the 1940 Act. 

SUMMARY OF APPUCATION: Applicants 
seek an order to permit the deduction of 
a mortality and expense risk charge and 
a distribution expense charge from the 
assets of the Separate Account under 
certain individual and group flexible 
payment deferred annuity contracts 
(“Contracts”). 

filing DATE: The application was filed 
on April 28,1992 and amended on 
October 27,1992. 

hearing OR NOTIFICATION of HEARING: An 
order granting the application will be 
issued unless the Commission orders a 
hearing. Interested persons may request 
a hearing by writing to the SEC’s 
Secretary and serving Applicants with a 
copy of the request, personally or by 
mail. Hearing requests should be 
received by the SEC by 5:30 p.m. on 
December 29,1992, and should be 
accompanied by proof of service on 
Applicants in the form of an affidavit or, 
for lawyers, a certificate of service. 
Hewing requests should state the nature 
of the writer’s interest, the reason for the 
request, and the issues contested. 

Persons may request notification of a 
neanng by writing to the SEC’s 
Secretary. 

ADDRESSES: Secretary, Secxirities and 
exchange Commission, 450 Fifth Street 

’ 17 CFR 200.3G-3(a)(23) (1991) 


NW., Washington. DC 20549. 
Applicants, do Routier, Mackey and 
Johnson, 1700 K Street. NW.. suite 1003, 
Washington. DC 20006. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Wendy Finck Friedlander, Senior 
Attorney, at (202) 272-3045. or Wendell 
M. Faria, Deputy Chief, at (202) 272- 
2060, Office of Insurance I^oducts 
(Division of Investment Management). 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Following 
is a summary of the application. The 
complete application is available for a 
fee from the Commission’s Public 
Reference Branch. 

Applicants* Representations 

1. Anchor National is a stock life 
insurance company organized imder the 
laws of the State of California. 

2. The Separate Account was 
established by Anchor National to fund 
variable annuity contracts and is 
registered as a unit investment trust 
under the 1940 Act. 

3. SunAmerica and Royal Alliance, 
broker-dealers registered under the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934, are the 
principal underwriters for the securities 
issued by the Separate Account. 

4. The Contracts provide for the 
accumulation of contract values and the 
payment of annuity benefits on a 
variable or a fixed basis. Purchase 
payments may be allocated to portfolios 
of the Separate Account or to the 
general account of Anchor National 
under one of the Contract’s fixed 
options (the “Fixed Account”), or to a 
combination thereof. The minimum 
initial purchase payment for a Contract 
issued to fund a retirement plan that 
qualifies for special federal tax 
advantages (“Qualified Contracts”) is 
$2,000; the minimum initial payment 
for a Contract that does not qualify for 
federal tax advantages (“Non-Qualified 
Contracts”) is $5,000. Additional 
payments may be made in the amount 
of $250 for Qualified Contracts and $500 
for Non-Qualified Contracts. 

5. Anchor Series Trust (“Anchor 
Trust”) and SunAmerica Trust 
(“SunAmerica Trust”) are diversified, 
open-end management investment 
companies registered under the 1940 
Act. Each portfolio of the Separate 
Account invests Contract payments in 
one of six series of Anchor Trust or one 
of ten series of SunAmerica Trust. 
Additional underlying funds may be 
available in the future. 

6. If a Contract owner or participant 
dies during the accumulation period, a 
death benefit is paid to the beneficiary 
under the Contract. The standard death 
benefit is the greater of (1) the Contract 
value at the end of the valuation period 


during which due proof of death is 
received by Anchor National and (2) the 
amount of purchase payments less the 
sum of partial withdrawals, partial 
annuitizations and premium taxes 
incurred. 

7. An enhanced death benefit also is 
provided where permitted by state law. 
During the first seven Contract years, 
the enhanced death benefit is 
determined by recomputing the 
standard death benefit by accumulating 
all amounts under (2) in paragraph 6 at 
4% annually (or 3% if the Contract 
owner or participant was age 70 or older 
on the date of issue) to the date of death. 
After the seventh Contract year, the 
enhanced death benefit is the greater of 
the amount recomputed during the first 
seven Contract years, or the Contract 
value at the seventh Contract 
anniversary less the sum of partial 
withdrawals, partial annuitizations 
since the seventh anniversary and 
premium taxes incurred since the 
seventh anniversary, all accumulated at 
4% annually (or 3% annually if the 
Contract owner or participant was age 
70 or older on the date pf issue) to the 
date of death. 

8. During the accumulation period, 
amounts allocated to the Separate 
Account may be transferred among the 
portfolios and/or the Fixed Account. 
Any amounts allocated or transferred to 
the Fixed Account may, however, be 
transferred from the Fixed Account to 
the Separate Account only on or before 
seven calendar days prior to the annuity 
date. There is no charge for the first 
fifteen transfers in any Contract year. A 
transfer fee of $25 ($10 in Texas and 
Pennsylvania) is assessed for the 
sixteenth and each subsequent transfer 
in any Contract year. 

9. A contingent deferred sales charge 
(“Withdrawal Charge”) may be imposed 
on certain withdrawals. Withdrawal 
Charges will vary in amount depending 
upon the contribution year of the 
purchase payment at the time of 
withdrawal, in accordance with the 
following table: 


Withdrawal Charge Table 


Contribution year 

Applica¬ 
ble with¬ 
drawal 
charge 
(percent) 

Zero. 

7 

First .:., 

6 

SecorxJ. 

5 

Third. 

4 

Fourth. 

3 

Fifth .:. 

2 

Sixth . 


Seventh and later. 

0 
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Withdrawals are allocated first to 
investment income, if any (which 
generally may be withdravm free of 
Withdrawal Charge), and then to 
purchase payments on a first-in, first- 
out basis so that all withdrawals are 
allocated to purchase payments to 
which the lowest Withdrawal Charge 
applies. 

There is a free withdrawal amount for 
the first withdrawal during a Contract 
year after the first Contract year. The 
free withdrawal amoimt is equal to the 
sum of (1) purchase payments that are 
no longer subject to the Withdrawal 
Charge and that have not previously 
been withdrawn, and (2) the greater of 
(A) 10% of purchase payments made 
more than one year prior to the date of 
withdrawal that remain subject to the 
withdrawal charge and that have not 
previously been withdrawn, or (B) 
earnings in the Contract owner’s or 
participant’s account. Amounts in 
excess of earnings that are withdrawn 
free of the With^wal Charge pursuant 
to the 10% free withdrawal provision 
are charged against future earnings for 
purposes of determining the Withdrawal 
Charge; that is, they reduce the amount 
of future earnings that can be 
withdrawn free of Withdrawal Charge.' 

10. Anchor National deducts a 
distribution expense charge from each 
portfolio of the Separate Account during 
each valuation period on an annual 
basis of 0.15% of the net asset value of 
each portfolio. The distribution expense 
charge is designed to compensate 
Anchor National for assuming the risk 
that the cost of distributing the 
Contracts will exceed the revenues from 
the Withdrawal Chaxge. In no event will 
this charge be increased. The 
distribution expense charge is assessed 
during both the accumulation period 
and the annuity period but not applied 
to Contract values allocated to the Fixed 
Account. 

11. An annual Contract 
administration charge of $35 is charged 
against each Contract. The amount of 
this charge is guaranteed and cannot be 
increased. The administrative charge is 
at cost with no anticipation of profit. 

12. Anchor National imposes a charge 
for bearing certain mortality and 
expense risks under the Contract. The 
total annual mortality and expense risk 
charge is 1.37% of the net asset value 
of each portfolio of the Separate 
Account during each valuation period. 

(a) The mortality risk portion of the 
charge is at an annual rate of 1.02%, of 
which 0.90% is assessed for providing 


' Applicants represent that, during the Notice 
Period, the application %rili he amended to reflect 
these representations. 


the standard death benefit and 0.12% is 
assessed for providing the enhanced 
death benefit. The mortality risk charge 
is deducted to compensate Anchor 
National for assuming the risks that the 
life expectancy of an annuitant will be 
greater than that assumed in the 
guaranteed annuity purchase rates, for 
waiving the withdrawal charge in the 
event of the death of the Contract owner 
or pcutidpant, and for providing 
standard and enhanced death benefits 
prior to the annuity date. If the mortality 
risk charge is insufficient to cover the 
actual costs of assuming the mortality 
risks, Anchor National will bear the 
loss; however, if the charge proves more 
than sufficient, the excess will be a gain 
to Anchor National. The mortality risk 
charge may not be increased under the 
Contract. 

(b) The expense risk portion of the 
charge is at ffie annual rate of 0.35% of 
the net asset value of each portfolio. The 
expense risk charge is to compensate 
Anchor National for assuming the risk 
that the Contract administration charge 
will be insufficient to cover the cost of 
administering the Contracts. If the 
expense risk charge is insufficient to 
cover the actual cost of administering 
the Contracts, Anchor National will ^ar 
the loss; however, if the charge is more 
than sufficient, the excess will be a gain 
to Anchor National. The expense risk 
charge may not be increased under the 
Contracts. 

Applicants’ Legal Analysis and 
Conditions 

1. Applicants request an exemption 
from sections 26(a)(2) and 27(c)(2) of the 
1940 Act to the extent necessary to 
permit the deductions of the mortality 
and expense risk charge and a 
distribution expense charge from the 
assets of the Separate Account under the 
Contracts. 

2. Applicants represent that the 
mortality and expense risk charge of 
1.25% (which does not include the 
0.12% risk charge for the enhanced 
death benefit) is reasonable in relation 
to the risks assumed by Anchor National 
under the Contracts and reasonable in 
amount as determined by industry 
practice witli respect to comparable 
annuity products. Applicants represent 
that these determinations are based on 
their analysis of publicly available 
information about similar industry 
practices and by taking into 
consideration such factors as current 
charge levels and benefits provided, the 
existence of expense charge guarantees 
and guaranteed annuity rates. Anchor 
National undertakes to maintain at its 
home office a memorandum, available 
to the Commission upon request, setting 


forth in detail the methodology used in 
making these determinations. 

3. Applicants represent that the 
mortality risk charge of 0.12% for the 
enhanced death benefit is reasonable in 
relation to the risks assumed by Anchor 
National under the Contracts. In arriving 
at this determination. Anchor National 
ran a large number of computer- 
generated trials at various issue ages to 
determine the expected cost of the 
enhanced death benefit. First, 
hypothetical asset returns were 
projected using generally accepted 
actuarial simulation methods. For each 
asset return pattern thus generated, 
hypothetical accumulated values were 
calculated by applying the projected 
asset returns to the initial value in a 
hypothetical account. Each accumulated 
value so calculated was then compared 
to the amount of the enhanced death 
benefit payable in the event of the 
hypothetical Contract owner’s or 
participant's death during the year in 
question. By analyzing the results of 
several thousand such simulations, 
Anchor National was able to determine 
actuarially the level cost of providing 
the enhanced death benefit. Based on 
this analysis. Anchor National 
determined that a mortality risk charge 
of 0.12% was a reasonable charge for the 
enhanced death benefit. Anchor 
National undertakes to maintain at its 
home office a memorandum, available 
to the Commission upon request, setting 
forth in detail the methodology used in 
determining that the risk charge of 
0.12% for the enhanced death benefit is 
reasonable in relation to the risks 
assumed by Anchor National under the 
Contracts. 

4. Anchor National represents that the 
assets of the Separate Account will be 
invested only in management 
investment companies which undertake, 
in the event they should adopt a plan 
for financing distribution expenses 
pursuant to Rule I2l>-1 under the 1940 
Act, to have such plan formulated and 
approved by their ooard of directors, the 
majority of whom are not ‘‘interested 
persons” of the management investment 
company within the meaning of section 
2(a)(l^ of the 1940 Act. Anchor 
National has concluded that there is a 
reasonable likelihood that the Separate 
Account's distribution financing 
arrangement will benefit the Separate 
Account and its investors. Anchor 
National represents that it will maintain 
and make available to the Commission 
upon request a memorandum ^tting 
forth the basis of such conclusion. 

5. Applicants represent that the 
amount of any Wiffidrawal Charge 
imposed when added to any 
distribuUon expense charge previously 
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paid, will not exceed 9% of purchase 
payments and that Anchcwr National will 
m^itor each (Contract owner's and 
participant's account for the purpose of 
ensuring that this limitation is not 
exceeded. Applicants undertake to 
include in the prospectus for the 
Contracts statements describing the 
purpose of the distribution expense 
diarge, and that the staff of the 
Commission deems such charge to 
constitute a deferred sales charge. 


Conclusion 

Applicants assert that, for the reasons 
and upon the facts set forth above, the 
requested exemption from sections 
26(a)(2) and 27(c)(2) of the 1940 Act to 
deduct the mortality and expense risk 
charges and the distribution expense 
charge from the assets of the Separate 
Account under the Contracts meets the 
standards in section 6(c) of the 1940 
Act. Applicants assert that the 
exemptions requested are necessary and 
appropriate in the public interest and 
consistent with the protection of 
investors and the policies and 
provisions of the 1940 Act 

For the Commission, by the Division of 
Investment Management, pursuant to 
delegated authority. 

Margaret H. McFarland, 

Deputy Secretary, 

[FRDoc. 92-30206 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am] 
BILUNG CODE WIO-OI-M 


[Releaae No. IC-19148; File No. 812-7511] 


Golden American Life Insurance 
Company, et al. 


December 4,1992. 


AGENCY: Securities and Exchange 
Commission (‘*SEC" or "Conunission"). 
ACTION: Notice of application for 
exemption under the Investment 
Company Act of 1940 (“1940 Act''). 


APPLICANTS: Golden American Life 
Insurance Company (“Golden 
American''), Golden American Separati 
Account D of Golden American Life 
In^ance Company (“the Account") 
and Directed Services, Inc. (“DSI"). 
relevant 1940 ACT SECTIONS: Exemptior 
guested under section 6(c) of the 194( 
2(a)(35), 12(b), 

26(a)(2)(C) and 27(c)(2), and Rule 12b- 


SUMMARY OF APPLICATION: Applicants 
seek an order to permit deduction of a 
mortality and expense risk charge from 
,e assets of the Account under deferiod 
^ muiuity contracts (the 
Deferred Annuity Contracts") and 
viable annuity certain contracts (the 
Annuity Certain Contracts"), the 


deduction of a premium-based sales 
charge from the accumulation value and 
the deduction of a guaranteed death 
benefit charge under the Defied 
Annuity Contract 

RUNG DATE: The Application was filed 
on April 20,1990 and amended on 
October 30,1990, July 10,1991, March 
20,1992 and August 26,1992. 

HEARING OR NOTIFICATION OF HEARING: An 
order granting the application will be 
issued unless the Commission orders a 
hearing. Interested persons may request 
a hearing by writing to the SEC's 
Secretary and serving Applicants with a 
copy of the request, personally or by 
mail. Hearing requests should be 
received by die SEC by 5:30 p.m. on 
December 29,1992, and should be 
accompanied by proof of service on 
Applicants in the form of an affidavit or, 
for lawyers, a certificate of service. 
Hearing requests should state the nature 
of the writer’s interest, the reason for the 
request, and the issues contested. 
Persons may request notification of a 
hearing by writing to the SEC's 
Secretary. 

ADDRESSES: Secretary, SEC, 450 5th 
Street, NW., Washington, DC 20549. 
Applicants, c/o Golden American Life 
Insurance Company, 909 TTiird Avenue, 
19th Floor, New York, New York 10022. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Thomas Bisset, Senior Attorney, at (202) 
272-2058 or Wendell Faria, Deputy 
Chief, Office of Insurance Products, at 
(202) 272-2060 (Division of Investment 
Management). 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Following 
is a summary of the application; the 
complete application is available for a 
fee from the SEC's Public Reference 
Branch. 

Applicants* Representations 

1. Golden American life Insurance 
Company is a stock life insurance 
company organized under the laws of 
the State of Minnesota. From January 2, 
1973 through December 31,1987, the 
name of the company was St. Paul Life 
Insurance Company. On December 31, 

1987, after the sale of St. Paul Life 
Insurance Company's business, the 
name was changed to Golden American 
Life Insurance Company. On March 7, 

1988, all of the stock of Golden 
American was acquired by The Golden 
Finandal Group, Inc. (“CFG"), a 
financial services holding company. On 
October 19,1990, GFG merged with and 
into MBL Variable, Inc. (“MBLV"), a 
wholly owned direct subsidiary of the 
Mutual Benefit Life Insurance Company 
(“MBL"). On January 1,1991 MBLV 
became a wholly owned indirect 
subsidiary of MBL and Golden 


American became a wholly owned 
direct subsidiary of MBL. 

In September 1992, Bankers Trust 
Company (“Bankers Trust"), a New 
York banking corporation, acquired 
Golden American and DSI. As of June 
30,1992, Bankers Trust New York 
Corp., parent of Bankers Trust, was the 
eighth largest bank holding company in 
the United States with total assets of 
approximately $64 billion. Bankers 
Trust conducts a variety of general 
banking and trust activities and is a 
wholesale supplier of financial services 
to the domestic and international 
maiicet. 

2. The Account, registered with the 
Commission as a managed separate 
accoimt on Form N-3, is a separate 
investment account of Golden American 
established on April 18,1990 to act as 

a funding vehicle for variable annuity 
contracts. The Account consists of the 
U.S. Government Bond Division (the 
“Division") and the Global Asset 
Allocation Portfolio (“Portfolio") 
(collectively the “Divisions"). The 
Division's investment objective is to 
achieve high total investment return 
consistent with a prudent regard for 
capital preservation. Currently, only 
Deferred Annuity Contracts are funded 
by the Divisions. Other Divisions may 
be added in the future. 

3. On July 16,1991, the Superior 
Court of New Jersey entered an order 
(the “Order") appointing the 
Commissioner oi Insurance of the State 
of New Jersey as Rehabilitator of MBL. 
The Order granted the Rehabilitator 
immediate exclusive possession and 
control of, and title to, the business and 
all assets of MBL. The Rehabilitator has 
been directed to conduct the business of 
MBL and to begin taking such steps as 
he may deem appropriate toward 
removing the causes and conditions 
which have made rehabilitation 
necessary. 

Golden American is not subject to 
rehabilitation under the Order. 

However, to protect Golden American 
and its Contract Owners, on July 16, 
1991 a Minnesota Superior Coiut 
ordered that Golden American 
temporarily be placed under the 
supervision of die Minnesota 
Commissioner of Commerce and that 
various actions, including certain 
transfers of company assets, cannot be 
taken without the prior written consent 
of the Commissioner of Commerce. 
Golden American is permitted to accept 
new premiums, pay all claims and 
benefits and honor all requests for cash 
withdrawals and surrenders. 

4. As previously noted, DSI will serve 
as the Manager to the Ac^unt. Granite 
Financial Services, Inc. will serve as the 
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Portfolio Manager to the Division and 
Zulauf Asset Management AG will serve 
as the Portfolio Manager to the Portfolio. 
Pursuant to a distribution agreement 
between Golden American and DSI, DSI 
will act as the principal underwriter and 
distributor of the Contracts and will . 
enter into sales agreements with broker- 
dealers to solicit sales of the Contracts 
through registered representatives. The 
offering of the Contracts will be 
continuous. 

5. The Contracts are currently 
intended to be used in connection with 
either a retirement plan qualified under 
sections 401(a), 408(a3, 408(b) and 457 
of the Internal Revenue Code or a non¬ 
qualified plan, or by any other 
purchaser for whom they may provide 

a suitable investment. 

6. The Deferred Annuity is an 
individual flexible premium payment 
contract which provides of an initial 
premium payment and for subsequent 
premium payments if the Contract 
owner so desires. There is, however, no 
obligation to make additional payments. 

7. The Annuity Certain is an 
immediate annuity which provides for 
payment of a single premium and 
allows for variable annuity payments to 
be made to the Annuitant over a fixed 
period of time. 

8. The sales charges imposed under 
the Contracts may be structured in one 
of two ways, as described in (a) and (b) 
below. If Contracts are sold with both 
types of sales load structures a separate 
sub-division of the Divisions will be 
established to hold assets attributable to 
Contracts with each type of sales load. 

a. Certain Contracts may provide for 
deferred loading at a maximum rate of 
7.5% of each payment. Initially, the 
deferred load for the Deferred Annuity 
Contracts investing in the Division will 
be 3.00% and 6.00% for Deferred 
Annuity Contracts investing in the 
Portfolio. For both the Deferred Annuity 
Contracts and the Annuity Certain 
Contracts, the deferred loading may 
differ based on the size of the initial or 
single premium. For the Deferred 
Annuity Contracts, the deferred loading 
percentage is applicable to all 
subsequent premium payments and may 
not be modified. All deferred loading 
applicable to initial or additional 
premium payments or single premium 
payments is deducted by Golden 
American at the time of payment but is 
advanced back to the Divisions and 
recovered periodically in equal 
installments over a period specified in 
the Contracts by Golden American from 
the accumulation value following 
receipt and acceptance of the payment. 

If the Contract Owner surrenders a 
Contract, any remaining deferred 


loading will be recovered by Golden 
American at that time, and a portion of 
the remaining deferred loading will be 
immediately deducted from the 
accumulation value for partial 
withdrawals in excess of 15% of 
accumulation value. For purposes of the 
provisions of the 1940 Act applicable to 
sales loads, the deferred loading is a 
front-end sales load. 

b. In the future, certain Contracts may 
provide for a combination of a 
premium-based sales load and a 
contingent deferred sales load in lieu of 
the deferred load. Golden American will 
deduct the premium-based sales load 
from accumulation value in an amount 
equal to a maximum of 7.50% of each 
premium payment. The premium-based 
charge will be deducted in equal 
installments for a period of up to ten 
years or until such time as the Contract 
Owner surrenders the Contract or 
annuitizes. A contingent deferred sales 
load may be deducted if a Contract 
Owner surrenders a Contract or makes 
a partial withdrawal thereunder in 
excess of 15% of accumulation value. 
The contingent deferred sales load upon 
surrender will be a maximum of 7.50% 
in Contract year one and will decline to 
zero for surrenders after Contract year 
eight. In no event will the sum of the 
premium-based sales load and any 
contingent deferred sales load exceed 
9.00% of each premium payment. 

9. Generally, premium taxes are 
incurred on the annuity commencement 
date, and a charge for premium taxes is 
then deducted from the accumulation 
value of such date. Currently, these 
charges range from 0% to 3.5%. Some 
jurisdictions impose a premium tax at 
the time the initial or additional 
premiums are paid, regardless of the 
annuity commencement date. In those 
states. Golden American advances the 
amount of the premium tax charge to 
the accumulation value and then 
deducts it in equal installments on each 
Contract processing date over a six-year 
period. Currently in those states where 
Golden American advances the charge 
for premium taxes. Golden American 
will waive the deduction of the 
applicable installments on each contract 
processing date. However, Golden 
American deducts the applicable 
unrecovered portion of the charge for 
premium taxes (not including 
installments which were waived) when 
determining the cash surrender value 
payable if the Contract Owner 
surrenders the Contract. Golden 
American reserves the right to deduct 
the total amount of the charge for 
premium taxes previously waived and 
unrecovered on the annuity 
commencement date. 


10. Under the Contracts, Golden 
American in the future may impose an 
administrative charge of $40 annually 
which will be deducted in equal 
installments from the accumulation 
value of a Contract to reimburse Colder 
American for the anticipated actual cost 
of administrative expenses relating to 
the Contracts. The amount of the charge 
may be changed by Golden American 
but is guaranteed not to exceed $60 
annually. There may also be an asset- 
based administrative charge accrued 
daily at a rate of 0.00276%, not to 
exceed 0.10% annually of the assets of 
the Contracts. This administrative 
charge, if assessed under the Contracts, 
would remain in effect for the life of the 
Contracts. 

11. The Contracts provide that a 
maximum mortality and expense risk 
daily charge equal to the rate of 
0.003445% (equivalent to an annual 
charge of 1.25%) of the asset values in 
each division of the Account will be 
deducted. The mortality risk assumed 
by Golden American arises from its 
obligation to continue to make annuity 
payments under the income plan 
provisions of the Contracts, determined 
in accordance with the guaranteed 
annuity tables and other provisions of 
the Contract, regardless of how long 
each annuitant lives and regardless of 
how long all payees as a group live. The 
mortality risk under the Deferred 
Annuity is the risk that, after 
annuitization or upon selection of an 
annuity option with a life contingency, 
annuitants will possibly live longer than 
Golden American’s actuarial projections 
indicated, resulting in higher than 
expected payments during the payout 
phase, since the payment options are 
guaranteed not to be less than the tables 
set forth in the Deferred Annuity. In the 
Deferred Annuity Contract, Golden 
American also assumes a risk that it 
may be required to pay out a guaranteed 
death benefit if in excess of the 
accumulation value. The mortality risk 
assumed by Golden American under the 
Annuity Certain is the risk that 
emnuitants, or beneficiaries after the 
death of the annuitant, will choose one 
such option and will possibly live 
longer than Golden American’s actuarial 
projections indicate, resulting in higher 
than expected payments during the 
payout phase, since any payment option 
is guaranteed not to be less than the 
tables set forth in the Annuity Certain. 

In addition. Golden American assumes 

a risk that the charges for the 
administrative expenses may not be 
adequate to cover such expenses. 

12. With respect to the Deferred 
Annuity, Golden American guarantees a 
death benefit payable to the beneficiary 
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if the Contract Owner or annuitant 
(when there is no contingent annuitant] 
dies prior to the annuity 
commencement date. Currently, Golden 
American will not impose a charge for 
its guarantee of a minimum death 
benefit under the Deferred Annuity. In 
connection with Contracts that invest in 
the U.S. Government Bond Division, 
Golden American pays the lesser of the 


guaranteed death benefit and the 
maximum guaranteed death benefit. The 
guaranteed death benefit is the 
accumulated value of the premium paid 
adjusted at a specified annual interest 
rate of up to 8.00% minus the 
accumulated value of the partial 
withdrawals (when available) adjusted 
at a specified annual interest rate of up 
to 8.00%. In connection with Contracts 
that invest in the Portfolio, when the 
annuitant and owner are both age 80 or 
younger at issue. Golden American pays 
the greater of the guaranteed death 
benefit and the accumulation value of 
the premium paid adjusted at a 
specified annual interest rate of up to 
7.00% minus the accumulation value of 
any partial withdrawals (when 
available) adjusted at a specified annual 
interest rate of up to 7.00%. If the 
annuitant or owner is 81 years or older 
at issue, the death benefit is the greater 
of the cash surrender value and the sum 
of premiums paid less any partial 
withdrawals. Golden American reserves 
the right to modify this interest rate 
structure with newly issued Contracts. 
The maximum guaranteed death benefit 
is two times the sura of premiums paid 
minus the sum of partial withdrawals 
taken. Golden American may impose, in 
the future, a charge for its guarantee of 
a minimum death benefit ("Guaranteed 
Death Benefit Charge"). This charge will 
not be an asset based charge, but will be 
an account charge imposed to 
compensate Golden American for the 
risk that the guaranteed death benefit 
due under a Deferred Annuity Contract 
when the annuitant dies during the 
accumulation phase may exceed the 
normal death benefit otherwise payable. 
In the Deferred Annuity Contract, the 
guaranteed death benefit charge, if 
assessed, will be at a rate of $1.20 per 
$1,000 of guaranteed death benefit per 
year. All guaranteed death benefit 
charges will be deducted in equal 
mstallments on the contract processing 
date. The guaranteed death benefit in 
ettect on the previous processing date 
Will be multiplied by the annual rate 
^d divided by the number of 
processing dates in each contract year to 
otermine the actual charge. As an asset 
^arge (assuming a hypothetical gross 
orn of 5%), it would effectively 


increase the mortality and expense risk 
charge by approximately 0.19%. For 
higher hypotnetical gross returns, this 
charge, when expressed as an asset 
charge, would bo less; and, for lower 
hypothetical gross returns, it would be 
more. Assessment of the charge in this 
manner would benefit Contract Owners 
because it provides a better matdi of the 
charge and the risk than assessing the 
charge as a daily percentage of assets 
charged against assets in a division of 
the Account. 

Applicants* Legal Analysis and 
Conditions 

1. Section 6(c) of the 1940 Act 
authorizes the Commission to exempt 
any person, security, or transaction or 
any class or classes of persons, 
securities, or transactions from the 
provisions of the 1940 Act and rules 
promulgated thereunder if and to the 
extent that such exemption is necessary 
or appropriate in the public interest and 
consistent with the protection of 
investors and the purposes fairly 
intended by the policies and provisions 
ofthe 1940 Act. 

2. To the extent any relief is necessary 
to permit the deduction from the 
Account of the mortality and expense 
risk charge and, from the accumulation 
value of the Contracts, the guaranteed 
death benefit charge. Applicants request 
an exemption from sections 12(b), 
26(a)(c) and 27(c)(2) of the 1940 Act and 
Rule 12b-l thereunder. 

3. To the extent that a guaranteed 
death benefit charge (as described 
immediately below) is imposed with 
respect to a particular Deferred Annuity 
Contract, the mortality and expense risk 
charge will be limited to a level such 
that the sum of the mortality and 
expense risk charge and an asset based 
approximation of the guaranteed death 
benefit charge (assuming a 5% rate of 
return) does not exceed 1.25% of the 
assets in the division of the Account. 

4. If the charges are insufficient to 
cover the actual cost of the mortality 
and expense risk and guaranteed death 
benefit costs, the loss will fall on 
Golden American; conversely, if the 
deduction proves more than sufficient, 
the excess will be a profit to Golden 
American. Any profits resulting to 
Golden American from the mortality 
and expense risk and guaranteed death 
benefit charges can be used by Golden 
American, at its discretion, for any 
business purpose, including distribution 
expenses relating to the Contracts. 

5. Applicants represent that they have 
reviewed publicly available information 
regarding the level of the mortality and 
expense risk charge under comparable 
variably annuity contracts currently 


being offered in the industry, taking into 
consideration such factors as current 
charge levels or annuity rate guarantees 
and the markets in which the Contracts 
will be offered. Based upon the 
foregoing. Applicants further represent 
that the maximum chaiges under the 
Contracts are within the range of 
industry practice for comparable 
contracts. Applicants will maintain and 
make available to the Commission, upon 
request, a memorandum outlining the 
methodology underlying this 
representation. 

6. Applicants do not believe that the 
sales loads imposed under the Contracts 
will necessarily cover the expected costs 
of distributing Contracts. Any 
"shortfall" will be made up from the 
general account assets which will 
include amounts derived from risk 
charges. Golden American has 
concluded that there is a reasonable 
likelihood that the distribution 
financing arrangement that will be used 
in connection with the Contracts will 
benefit the Account and the Contract 
Owners. Golden American will keep 
and make available to the Commission, 
upon request, a memorandum setting 
forth the basis for this representation. 

7. Applicants further represent that 
the Account will have a Board of 
Governors, a majority of whom are not 
interested persons of the Account, 
formulate and approve any plan under 
Rule 12b-l under the 1940 Act to 
finance distribution expenses. 

8. As described above, the Contracts 
may in the future provide for the 
deduction from accumulation value of 
an amount equal, on an annual basis, to 
a maximum of 7.50% of each premium 
payment as a premium^based sales load. 
In no event will the sum of any 
premium-based sales load and any 
contingent deferred sales load assessed 
under a Contract exceed 9.00% of each 
premium payment. Applicants request 
an exemption from sections 2(a)(35), 
26(a)(2)(C) and 27(c)(2) ofthe 1940 Act 
to the extent necessary to permit this 
deduction from accumulation value in 
installments. 

9. Section 2(a)(35) ofthe 1940 Act 
defines sales load as the difference 
between the price of a security to the 
public and that portion of the proceeds 
from its sale which is received and 
invested, less any portion of such 
difference deducted for trustee’s or 
custodian’s fees, insurance premiums, 
issue taxes, or administrative expenses 
or fees which are not properly 
chargeable to sales or promotional 
activities. 

10. The literal language of section 
2(a)(35) contemplates that any sales load 
imposed on a secxirity of a registered 
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investment company be a front-end 
load. Rule 6c-6 specifically allows the 
deduction of contingent deferred sales 
loads with respect to a variable annuity 
contract, if certain conditions are 
fulfilled, all of which are met with the 
Contracts. Applicants argue that the 
deduction of the premium-based sales 
load from accumulation value could be 
viewed as an impermissible deduction 
from the accumulation value in the 
Account. Accordingly, Applicants 
request relief from sections 2(a)(35), 
26(a)(2)(C) and 27(c)(2) to the extent 
necessary to permit the deduction of the 
premium-based sales load. 

11. Applicants submit that imposition 
of a sales charge in the form of a 
premium-based charge to be deducted 
from accumulation value is more 
favorable to a Contract Owner than the 
deduction of this charge from premiums 
paid. Specifically, the amount of the 
Contract Owner's investment in the 
Account is not reduced as it would be 
if these charges were taken in full 
directly from premiums paid. Second, 
the total amount charged to any 
Contract Owner is no greater than it 
would be if these charges were taken 
from premiums paid. Finally, the fact 
that the entire amount of the charge has 
not been deducted will favorably affect 
the amount of the Guaranteed Death 
Benefit. 

Conclusion 

In light of the foregoing facts and 
representations, Applicants believe that 
the requested exemptions to deduct the 
mortality and expense risk, guaranteed 
death benefit charges and premium- 
based sales charge under the Contracts 
is necessary and appropriate in the 
public interest and consistent with the 
protection of investors and the policies 
and provisions of the 1940 Act. 

For the Commission, by the Division of 
Investment Management, pursuant to 
delegated authority. 

Margaret H. McFarland, 

Deputy Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 92-30207 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am] 
BiLUHQ CODE MIO-OI-M 


DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Aviation Proceedings; Agreements 
Filed During the Week Ended 
December 4,1992 

The following Agreements were filed 
with the Department of Transportation 
under the provisions of 49 U.S.C. 412 
and 414. Answers may be filed within 
21 days of date of filing. 

Docket Number: 48507 
Date filed: November 30,1992 


Parties: Members of the International 
Air Transport Association 
Subject: Telex TC23 Mail Vote 600; 
Japan-Egypt/Israel/Jordan PEX 
fares, r-l; Telex TC2 Mail Vote 601; 
Within Africa fares, r-2 
Proposed Effective Date: January 1/ 
April 1,1993 
Docket Number: 48508 
Date filed: November 30,1992 
Parties: Members of the International 
Air Transport Association 
Subject: TC3 Reso/P0514 dated 
November 27.1992; Expedited TC3 
Resos (except UST); r-l-O02h, r-2- 
0032; TC3 Reso/P0515 dated 
November 27,1992; Expedited TC3 
Resos (except UST); r-3-003a, r-4- 
003i. r-5-003k, r-6-O03n, r-7- 
003o. r-8-003p 

Proposed Effective Date: Expedited 
January 1/January 4,1993 
Docket Number: 48509 
Date filed: November 30,1992 
Parties: Members of the International 
Air Transport Association 
Subject: TC3 Reso/P0513 dated 
November 27,1992; Expedited TC3 
Reso (US Territories); r-l-002b; 

TC3 Reso/P0516 dated November 
27,1992; Expedited TC3 Reso (US 
Territories), r-2-003M 
Proposed Effective Date: Expedited 
January 1/January 4,1993 
Docket Number: 48510 
Date filed: November 30,1992 
Parties: Members of the International 
Air Transport Association 
Subject: TC23 Reso/P 0542 dated 
October 6,1992; Europe-South 
Asian Subcontinent Resos r-l to r- 
18 

Proposed Effective Date: January 1, 
1993 

Docket Number: 48518 
Date filed: December 2,1992 
Parties: Members of the International 
Air Transport Association 
Subject: Request for Interim Approval 
of Amendments to the Provisions 
for The Conduct of The LATA 
Traffic Conferences 
Proposed Effective Dote: Upon 
Ciovemmental Approval 
Docket Number: 48519 
Date filed: December 3,1992 
Parties: Members of the International 
Air Transport Association 
Subject: Telex TC12 Mail Vote 604; 

Mid Atlantic-Africa fares 
Proposed Effective Date: April 1.1993 
Docket Number: 48520 
Date filed: December 3,1992 
Parties: Members of the International 
Air Transport Association 
Subject:TC2 Reso/P 1331 dated 
November 17,1992; Middle East- 
Africa Expedited resos r-l to r-5; 
TC2 Reso/P 1333 dated November 


17,1992; Within Africa Expedited 
resos r-6 to r-ll 

Proposed Effective Dote: Expedited 
January 1, 1993 

Docket Number: 48521 
Dote filed: December 3,1992 
Parties: Members of the International 
Air Transport Association 
Subject: CAC/Reso/173 dated 
November 25,1992; Expedited 
Resolutions (15th CAC meeting); r- 
l-801g, r-2-801r, r-3-851, r-4-’ 
851p 

Proposed Effective Date: January 1 
1993 

Docket Number: 48522 
Dote filed: December 3,1992 
Parties: Members of the International 
Air Transport Association 
Subject: TC31 Reso/P 0960 dated 
November 27,1992; North & Central 
Pacific Expedited Reso 015b 
Proposed Effective Date: Expedited 
March 1,1993 

Docket Number: 48523 
Date filed: December 3,1992 
Parties: Members of the International 
Air Transport Association 
Subject: TC31 Reso/P 0951 dated 
October 27,1992; Circle Pacific 
Resos 002 (r-l) & 073c (r-2); TC31 
Reso/P 0971 dated November 27, 
1992; Circle Pacific Reso 073c (r-3); 
Minutes—TC31 Meet/P 0210 dated 
November 27,1992; Tables—TC31 
Fares 0134 dated November 20, 
1992 

Proposed Effective Date: April 1/May 
1,1993 

Phyllis T. Kay lor. 

Chief Documentary Services Division. 

(FR Doc. 92-30262 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am] 

DILUNQ CODE 4910-62-41 


Applications for Certificates of Public 
Convenience and Necessity and 
Foreign Air Carrier Permits Filed Under 
Subpart Q During the Week Ended 
December 4,1992 

The following Applications for 
Certificates of Public Convenience and 
Necessity and Foreign Air Carrier 
Permits were filed under subpart Q of 
the Department of Transportation’s 
Procedural Regulations (See 14 CFR 
302.1701 et seq.). The due date for 
Answers, Conforming Applications, or 
Motions to Modify Scope are set forth 
below for each application. Following 
the Answer period DOT may process the 
application by expedited procedures. 
Such procedures may consist of the 
adoption of a show-cause order, a 
tentative order, or in appropriate cases 
a final order without further 
proceedings. 

Docket Number: 48514 
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Date filed: December 1,1992 
Due Date for Answers, Conforming 
Applications, or Motion to Modify 
Scope: December 29,1992 
Desciption: Application of Promech, 
Inc., pursuant to section 402 of the 
Act and subpart Q of the Regulations, 
applies for a certificate of public 
convenience and necessity for an 
indefine term to perform scheduled, 
interstate air transportation of 
persons, property and mail between 
the terminal points of Ketchikan and 
Metlakatla, Alaska. 

Docket Number: 48525 
Date filed: December 4,1992 
Due Date for Answers, Conforming 
Applications, or Motion to Modify 
Scope; January 4,1993 
Descriptions: Application of Lines 
Aereas Privacias Argentinas, S.A., 
pursuant to section 402 of the Act and 
subpart Q of the Regulations, applies 
for a foreign air ce-irier permit to 
enable it to engage in charter foreign 
air transportation of passengers, 
property and mail from a point or 
points in Argentina to a point in the 
United States and return. 

Docket Number: 45723 
Date filed: December 4,1992 
Due Date for Answers, Conforming 
Applications, or Motion to Modify 
Scope; January 4,1993 
Description: Application of Transports 
Aereos Ejecutivos, S.A. de C.V., 
pursuant to section 402 of the Act and 
subpart Q of the Regulations, applies 
for Amendment of its Foreign Air 
Carrier Permit, to engage in the 
scheduled air transportation of 
persons, property and mail on the 
scheduled combination routes: (1) 
Mexicali, Mexico, on the one hand, 
and Los Angeles, CA, on theDther 
hand, and Los Angeles, CA, on the 
other hand; (2) Ciudad Juarez, 

Mexico, on the one hand, and Los 
Angeles, CA, on the other hand; (3) 
Villahermosa, Mexico, on the one 
hand, and Houston, TX, on the other 
hand; (4) Zacatecas, Mexico, on the 
one hand, and Houston, TX, on the 
other hand; and (5) Mexico City/ 
Toluca, Mexico, on the one hand, and 
Ontario, CA, on the other hand. 

Phyllis T. Kay lor, 

Chief, Documentary Services Division. 

(FRDoc. 92-30261 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am] 
BILUNQ code 4910>-a2-M 


Federal Railroad Administration 

Petition for Waiver of Compliance 

In accordance with 49 CFR 211 . 51 , 
noUco is hereby given that the Federal 


Railroad Administration (FRA) has 
received a request for a waiver of 
compliance with certain requirements of 
its safety standards. The individual 
petition is described below, including 
the party seeking relief, the regulatory 
provisions involved, and the nature of 
the relief being requested. 

Union Pacific Railroad Company 

Waiver Petition Docket Number H-92-7 

The Union Pacific Railroad Company 
(UP) requests a waiver of compliance 
with certain provisions of the railroad 
power brakes regulation (49 CFR part 
232). The UP seeks a waiver of 
compliance with § 232.12(b), which 
stipulates, “Eaph carrier shall designate 
additional inspection points not more 
than 1,000 miles apart where 
intermediate inspection will be made to 
determine that— 

(1) Brake pipe leakage does not 
exceed five pounds per minute; 

(2) Brakes apply on each car in 
response to a 20-pound service brake 
pipe pressure reduction; and 

(3) Brake rigging is properly secured 
and does not bind or foul. 

The UP requests the waiver for a 
period of six (6) months duration fi*om 
§ 232.12(b) in which to perform a tost. 
The test will include approximately 22 
trains per day which presently receive 
a 1,000 mile intermediate train air brake 
test at Salt Lake City, Utah. The trains 
would be operated to either destination 
or an intermediate train brake testing 
location, and the distances the trains 
will travel are between 1,362 miles and 
1,648 miles. 

Interested parties eire invited to 
participate in these proceedings by 
submitting written views, data, or 
comments. FRA does not anticipate 
scheduling a public hearing in 
connection with these proceedings since 
the facts do not appear to warrant a 
hearing. However, if an opportunity for 
oral comment is requested, such request 
must be made in writing within 10 days 
from the date of publication of this 
notice. If any interested party desires an 
opportunity for oral comment, they 
shall do so in writing and specify the 
basis for their request. 

All communications concerning these 
proceedings should identify the 
appropriate docket number (e.g.. Waiver 
Petition Docket Number (H-92-7) and 
must be submitted in triplicate to the 
Docket Clerk, Office of Chief Counsel, 
Federal Railroad Administration, Nassif 
Building, 400 Seventh Street, SW., 
Washington, DC 20590. 

Communications received within 30 
days from the date of publication of this 
notice will be considered by FRA before 


final action is taken. Comments received 
after that date will be considered as far 
as practicable. All written 
communications concerning these 
proceedings are available for 
examination during regular business 
hours (9 a.m. to 5 p.m.) in Room 8201 
Nassif Building, 400 Seventh Street, 
SW., Washington, DC 20590. 

Issued in Washington, DC, on December 
10,1992. 

Phil Oiekszyk, 

Deputy Associate Administrator for Safety. 
IFR Doc. 92-30404 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am) 
WUJNQ CODE 4910-06^ 


Federal Transit Administration 

Charter Services Demonstration 
Program; Advisory Committee Meeting 

AGENCY: Federal Transit Administration. 
DOT. 

ACTION: Notice of meeting. 

SUMMARY: This notice announces the 
second meeting of the advisory 
committee established to assist the 
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) in 
developing regulations to implement the 
charter services demonstration program 
mandated by the Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 
(ISTEA). This statutorily mandated 
advisory committee, equally 
representative of public transit agencies 
and privately owned charter companies, 
will provide a forum for discussion of 
key issues relating to the effectiveness 
and/or need for the modification of the 
current charter service regulation. 

Today’s notice announces a meeting 
of the advisory committee, which is 
open to the public. 

DATES: The second meeting of the 
advisory committee will take place on 
January 11.1993, from 8:30 a.m. to 5 
p.m. 

ADDRESS: The advisory committee 
meeting will be held in room 2230 at the 
Department of Transportation, 400 
Seventh Street, SW., Washington, DC 
20590. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Rita 
Daguillard, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Transit Administration (TCC- 
32), at 202-366-1936. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Background 

On December 18,1991, the President 
signed into law the Intermodel Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 
(ISTEA) (Pub. L. 102—240) providing 
authorization for mass transportation, 
highways, and highway safety programs 
for the next six years. The purpose of 
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this Act is to develop a National 
Intermodal Transportation System that 
is economically sound, which provides 
the foundation for the Nation to 
complete in the global economy and 
will move people and goods in an 
eneiw efficient manner. 

Tiue III of the Act relates to the mass 
transit program. Section 3040 of this 
title requires the FTA to issue 
regulations implementing a charter 
services demonstration program in not 
more than four states, which would 
allow transit operators to provide 
charter service to meet the needs of 
government, civic, charitable, and other 
community activities which would not 
otherwise be met in a cost-effective and 
efficient manner. Section 3040 also 
provides that in developing such 
regulations, the FTA shall consult a 
board that is equally represented by 
public transit operators and privately 
owned charter services. 

Major Issues 

The demonstration regulations and 
program have been mandated in 
response to concerns expressed by local 
transit operators about the existing 
charter service regulation (49 CFR part 
604), It is intend^ that these new 
demonstration regulations will grant 
public transit operators additional 
flexibility that is not afforded under 
existing charter regulations, without 
creating undue competition for privately 
owned charter operators. The results of 
the demonstration program will help to 
determine the most effective method for 
providing charter services to local 
communities, and whether the current 
regulations need to be modified. 

To implement this statutory mandate, 
the FTA established a Federal Advisory 
Committee, effective March 16,1992. 
Appended to this preamble is a list of 
member organizations. The first meeting 
of the Advisory Committee took place in 
Washington, DC on May 4,1992. With 
the advice and recommendation of the 
Advisory Committee, the FTA 
developed a proposed demonstration 
program. Under this program, a State 
Department of Transportation (State 
DOT) or metropolitan planning 
organization (^^0) in each of the 
selected sites would appoint a local 
advisory panel composed of 
representatives of the public and private 
sectors. The advisory panel would 
recommend to the State DOT or MPO 
that a public transit agency participating 
in the program be allowed to provide 
certain types of charter service. The 
State DOT or MPO would accept 
recommendations which received a 
unanimous vote from the advisory 
panel, and decide to grant or deny other 


recommendations, based on certain set 
criteria. There would be a limited 
appeal to the FTA of the State DOT'S or 
MPO's decision. The demonstration 
would take place during a 12 to 18 
month period, in six different sites. Data 
collect^ during the demonstration 
would be presented to Congress as 
directed by section 3040(c) of ISTEA. 

On October 28,1992, the FTA issued 
a notice of proposed rulemaking 
(NPRM) describing the demonstration 
program, and seeking comments and 
proposals. The period for submittal of 
comments and proposals ends on 
December 28,1992, The FTA intends to 
pre-select six sites horn among the 
proposals received, and to submit them 
for discussion and comment to the 
Advisory Committee at its January 11, 
1993, meeting. 

Meeting Procedures 

The meeting of the Charter Services 
Demonstration Program Advisory 
Committee will be held on January 11, 
1993, from 8:30 a.m. to 5 p.m. The goal 
of the committee is to provide advice 
and comment on the selection of sites 
for the demonstration program and the 
establishment of procedures to be 
followed by localities participating in 
the program. 

Interpreters and assistive listening 
devices are available for persons with 
hearing impairments and written 
materials and hearing transcripts are 
available in accessible formats, upon 
request. All meetings of the Charter 
Services Demonstration Program 
Federal Advisory Committee are open to 
the public. 

Appendix—Charter Services Demonstration 
Program Advisory Committee 

Membership Ust — Public Transit Operators 
and their Pepresentatives 

1. Capital Area Transportation Authority, 
Lansing, Michigan. 

2. Metropolitan Transit Authority of Harris 
County, Houston, Texas. 

3. Monterey-Saiinas Transit Authority, 
Monterey. California. 

4. Central Oklahoma Transit Authority, 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma. 

5. Toledo Area Transit Authority, Toledo, 
Ohio. 

6. Mass Transit Administration, Baltimore. 
Maryland. 

7. Metropolitan Atlanta Regional Transit 
Authority, Atlanta, Georgia. 

8. Pinelias-Suncoast Transit Authority, 
Clearwater, Florida. 

9. Greenville Transit Authority, Greenville, 
South Carolina. 

10. American Public Transit Association, 
Washington, DC. 

11. Michigan Department of 
Transportation, Lansing, Michigan. 

12. Sacramento Area Council of 
Governments, Sacramento, California. 


Privately Owned Charter Services and 
their Pepresentatives 

1. Indian Trails Bus Company, Oswosso, 
Michigan. 

2. American Bus Association. Washington. 

3. Lake Front Lines, Brookpark, Ohio. 

4. American Coach Lines. Tuxedo, 
Maryland. 

5. Academy Bus Tours, Newark. New 
Jersey. 

6. Keirville Bus Lines. San Antonio, Texas 

7. Antelope Valley Bus. Lancaster, 
California. 

8. Hotard Destinations Services, New 
Orleans, Louisiana. 

9. Airport Ground Transportation Assn.. 
Knoxville, Tennessee. 

10. Arrow Stage Lines. Phoenix, Arizona. 

11. California Bus Association, San 
Francisco, California. 

12. Northfield Lines. Inc., Northfield. 
Minnesota. 

Issued on: December 9,1992. 

Roland J. Mross, 

Deputy Administrator. 

(FR Doc. 92-30251 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am) 

BILUNQ COOC 4ei0-€7-4a 


Research and Special Programs 
Administration 

[Docket No. P-90-1W; Nodes 1] 

Transportation of Natural and Other 
Gas by Pipeline; Petition for Waiver; 
Panhandle Eastern Corporation 

The Panhandle Eastern Corporation 
(Panhandle) has petitioned the Research 
and Special Programs Administration 
(RSPA) for a waiver from compliance 
with the repair requirements of 49 CFR 
192.713(a) to allow the installation of a 
proprietary composite reinforced (CR) 
sleeve material (Clock Spring^ 
manufactured by Clock Spring Company 
of North America, Long Beach, CA) as 
a full encirclement wrapped sleeve for 
the repair of imperfections and damages 
in steel pipe at six locations on its Line 
#2 in Fayette County, Ohio. Currently 
under § 192.713(a), the repair permitted 
to each imperfection or damage that 
impairs the serviceability of a segment 
of steel transmission line operating at or 
above 40 percent of specified minimum 
yield strength (SMYS) must be either by 
cutting out the segment and replacing a 
cylindrical piece of pipe or by installing 
over the segment a full encirclement 
welded split sleeve. 

Proposal and Rationale Submitted by 
Panhandle 

The proprietary repair method 
proposed consists of installing a CR 
sleeve material in coil form held in 
place by ah adhesive. The adhesive 
adheres both to the pipe surface and to 
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the adjacent layers of the coiled 
composite reinforcement. The 
composite reinforcement is an 
isophthalic polyester resin reinforced 
with fiberglass. The adhesive is a 
methacrylate. Both the composite 
reinforcement and the adhesive have 
histories of suitable performance in 
other applications described in 
documents in the docket. 

The suitability of a standard CR sleeve 
for repair of a measured defect is 
determined using a computer program 
developed by the Gas Research Institute 
(GRI). Panhandle reports that 
destructive tests of pipe with standard 
CR sleeves installed over manufactured 
defects repeatedly burst in the non- 
reinforced steel pipe, demonstrating the 
validity of the computer program. The 
CR sleeve does not require pretesting 
nor are there any welds to be 
nondestructively tested. 

Panhandle describes the following 
advantages of using CR sleeves: 

(1) The CR sleeve material is 
relatively easy to install. 

(2) The CR sleeve material is 
furnished in standard widths and 
thicknesses. The length of the repair to 
be made determines the number of 
sleeve units to be used. Multiple units 
can be brought to the job site at the time 
of excavation. Therefore, there is no 
delay between determining the extent of 
the repair and procuring materials for 
repair. 

(3) The crew performing the 
investigation can make the repair 
without calling for pipe handling 
equipment or welders. 

(4) In most circumstances, there will 
be no need to take the line out of 
service, eliminating interruptions or 
curtailments to customer service. The 
CR sleeve repairs can be made while the 
line is operated at full or reduced 
pressure. 

(5) There is a substantial reduction in 
cost compared with the repair methods 
currently acceptable under § 192.713(a). 

Panhandle estimates that the average 
cost of repair will be reduced from 
$26,000 for a pipe cutout or $16,000 for 
a welded split sleeve to $9,000 for a CR 
sleeve. The result would be a maximum 
savings of $17,000 per replacement 
repair, or $102,000 for 6 repairs or a 
minimum of $7,000 per welded split 
sleeve repair, or $42,000 for 6 repairs. 
Panhandle claims to make 
approximately 300 repairs per year. On 
the Panhandle system alone, annual 
savings could range between $5,000,000 
and $2,000,000 per year. 

The subject segment of Line #2 was 
installed in 1943. The pipe is 20 inch 
diameter, 0.3125 inch wall. API 5L 
Grade B. The line was designed and 


constructed in accordance with the 
American Society of Mechanical 
Engineers, ASA B31.1 Code for Pressure 
Piping. The line was hydrostatically 
tested in 1943 to a pressure of 985 
p.s.i.g. or 90 percent of SNYS. The 
maximum allowable operating pressure 
(MAOP) of the line is 750 p.s.i.g. The 
line operates at 68.6 percent of SMYS. 
The line segment is in a Class Location 
1 area for the entire 19 miles of its 
length. It is coated with standard grade 
coal tar enamel. The line has been 
operated and maintained in accordance 
with company operation and 
maintenance procedures which have 
met, at a minimum, the requirements of 
appropriate industry codes and 
standards and since 1970 the 
requirements of the pipeline safety 
regulations. The line segment was 
hydrostatically tested again in 1990 to a 
minimum of 90 percent of SMYS plus 
25 p.s.i. as part of a scheduled pipeline 
integrity verification program that was 
initiated in 1987. 

In February 1989, an instrumented 
internal inspection device was used to 
evaluate the condition of Panhandle's 
Line #2. The inspection indicated 
potential anomalies in the pipe which 
were classified using Panhandle's 
classification criteria. Type A and B are 
the most severe anomalies among the 
Pemhandle classification criteria. 
Panhandle has disposed of the Type A 
and B anomalies using the conventional 
techniques currently permitted by 
§ 192.713(a). The anomalies in question 
are classified as Type C^Jype C 
anomalies are clusters of pits of 25-50 
percent of wall thickness and massive, 
concentrated pitting less than 25 
percent of wall thickness. 

There are 12 anomaly sites on this 
segment of Line #2 proposed to be 
investigated for possible use of a CR 
sleeve. All 12 sites are at least 1000 feet 
from the nearest house or other 
building. The area is rural and the land 
use is predominantly agricultural. The 
integrity of all sites was validated by the 
hydrostatic test performed in June 1990. 
These 12 sites have been selected as 
possible candidates for repair using the 
alternate repair method discussed in 
this request for waiver. The analysis of 
the pig run indicates that six of the 
twelve anomalies will require repair. 
The need for repair cannot be verified 
without on-site visual inspection. 
Therefore, Panhandle intends to 
investigate and inspect these 12 
locations in order to determine whether 
repair is required. If repair is required, 
this alternate repair method would be 
used on up to 6 of these sites. 

The investigation of an anomaly site 
is to be conducted in accordance with 


a standard Panhandle procedure. Once 
the pipe is excavated and the coating is 
removed, the pipe will be examined, 
corrosion will be measured, and an 
analysis for serviceability will be 
performed using ANSI/ASME B31G 
"Manual for Determining the Remaining 
Strength of Corroded Pipelines." The 
manual is applicable to corroded areas 
with pit depths between 10 percent and 
80 percent of the wall thickness of the 
pipe. By using the B31G manual. 
Panhandle can make a determination 
whether a pipeline can continue to 
operate at its established MAOP. If the 
corrosion is superficial and the pipeline 
can continue to operate at its MAOP, the 
pipeline will be re-coated, backfilled, 
and placed back in service. If the 
corrosion is significant, and the pipeline 
cannot continue to operate at the 
established MAOP, as determined by 
B31G, the MAOP will be reduced or the 
pipe-will be replaced or repaired. 

Panhandle believes that this new 
technology provides an excellent 
alternative to pipe replacement or the 
use of a full encirclement welded split 
sleeve for the repair of imperfections 
and damage in transmission pipe. The 
GRI, through various contractors, has 
conducted extensive analyses and tests 
on CR sleeves and their component 
materials. Panhandle reports that the 
strength pf the sleeves has been proven 
through the GRI development program 
by laboratory and simulated field tests. 
Panhandle also reports that, under the 
GRI program. Clock Spring Company of 
North America has perfected the 
installation of the CR sleeves through 
numerous tests and under actual field 
conditions. Computerized design 
criteria have been developed and 
verified by burst tests in which CR 
sleeves have been installed over large, 
deep simulated defects. In all but one 
atypical sleeve installation, failure 
occurred in full wall thickness of the 
unsleeved pipe body. The computer 
program is designed to verify whether or 
not the standard CR sleeve will reliably 
serve as a repair. 

Panhandle's waiver request includes a 
proposal to monitor the condition of the 
CR sleeves at designated intervals after 
installation. Panhandle will examine 
and take measurements of the CR 
sleeves and separate samples of sleeve 
materials to be buried adjacent to the 
sleeves. Two installed sleeves will be 
evaluated each at 2, 4, and 8 year 
intervals. Measurements will include 
strain gage readings of two CR sleeves 
at 6 month intervals to verify the 
expected absence of creep of the 
composite and the adhesive. 
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HSPA Analysis and Proposed Action 

RSPA twice requested additional 
information to support the Panhandle 
waiver request. The information 
included die following topics: 

(1) CR sleeve product specifications. 
The initial information submitted as 
product specifications was inadequate 
to define the product. 

(2) Design calculations. The initial 
submission included no basis for 
selecting the appropriate CR sleeve 
thickness or verifying that the sleeve 
selected would perform adequately. 

(3) Adhesive curing characteristics 
and adhesive properties. The initial 
submission did not include data on 
adhesive curing characteristics or cured 
adhesive properties. 

(4) Quality assurance and quality 
control programs applicable to the 
production of CR sleeves. The initial 
submission did not include quality 
control criteria applicable to the CR 
sleeve product. 

(5) Installation procedures. While the 
initial submission described the 
application of CR sleeves, it did not 
describe procedures necessary to ensure 
adequate application to pipe to the 
repaired. 

(6) Post installation inspections. In 
the initial submission, the description of 
post installation inspections was 
minimal. 

(7) Performance in creep of the fiber 
reinforced resin and the adhesive. The 
initial submission did not include data 
assuring that the proposed materials 
would resist creep in the installed 
condition. 

The accumulated information in the 
initial waiver application and 
subsequent submittals represents 
satisfactory response to the requests by 
RSPA. The information provided by 
Panhandle is available in the docket. 

In addition to the advantages cited by 
Panhandle, RSPA considers that the 
ability to make a repair without welding 
eliminates the possibility of cracking 
and pipeline failure attributable to 
residual stresses from welding and to 
hydrogen induced cracking associated 
with welding. Also eliminated is the 
possibility of burning through the pipe 
wall while welding. Overall, RSPA 
considers the CR sleeve repair 
procedure to be a safe alternative to 
either the welded split sleeve repair 
procedure or the pipe replacement 
procedure, both currently permitted by 
§ 192.713(a). 

RSPA believes that 49 CFR 192.713(a) 
should be waived to permit Panhandle 
to install CR sleeves as a permanent 
repair of six of the twelve corrosion 
anomalies cited in Line #2 in Fayette 


County, Ohio, RSPA believes that the 
use of this technology provides at least 
the same level of integrity as 
replacement of pipe or installafion of a 
full encirclement welded split sleeve. 

Interested persons are invited to 
comment on the proposed waiver by 
submitting in duplicate such data, 
views, or judgments as they may desire. 
Communications should identify the 
Docket and Notice numbers in the 
heading of this document, and be 
submitted to Dockets Unit, Room 8421, 
Office of Pipeline Safety, Research and 
Special Programs Administration, 
Department of Transportation, 
Washington. DC 20590. 

All comments received before 
February 12,1993, will be considered 
before final action is taken. Late filed 
comments will be considered so far as 
practicable. All comments will be 
available for viewing between the hours 
of 8:30 a.m. to 5 p.m., before and after 
the closing date for comments. No 
public hearing is contemplated, but one 
may be held at a time and place set in 
a Notice in the Federal Register if 
requested by an interested person 
desiring to comment at a public hearing 
and raising a genuine issue. 

Issued in Washington, DC. on December S, 
1992. 

George W. Tenley, |r., ^ 

Associate Administrator for Pipeline Safety, 
Research and Special Programs 
Administration, 

(FR Doc, 92-30216 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 amj 
BILUNG CODE 4910-aj^ 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 

Public Information Collection 
Requirements Submitted to 0MB for 
Review 

Dated: December 8,1992. 

The Department of the Treasury has 
submitted the following public 
information collection requirement(s) to 
OMB for review and clearance under the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, 
Public Law 96-511. Copies of the 
submission(s) may be obtained by 
calling the Treasury Bureau Clearance 
Officer listed. Comments regarding this 
information collection should be 
addressed to the OMB reviewer listed 
and to the Treasury Department 
Clearance Officer, Department of the 
Treasury, room 3171 Treasury Annex. 
1500 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW.. 
Washington, DC 20220. 

Internal Revenue Service 

OMB Number: New. 

Form Number: IRS Form 8833, 

Type of Review: New Collection, 


Title: Treaty-Based Return Position 
Disclosure Under section 6114 or 
7701(b), 

Description: Form 8833 will be used 
by taxpayers that are required by section 
6114 to disclose a treaty-based return 
position to disclose that position. The 
form may also be used to make the 
treaty-based return position disclosure 
required by Regulations section 
301.7701(b)-7(b) for “dual resident** 
taxpayers. 

Respondents: Individuals or 
households, Businesses or other for- 
profit, Small businesses or 
organizations. 

Estimated Number of Respondents/ 
Recordkeepers: 6,000. 

Estimated Burden Hours Per 
Respondent/Recordkeeper: 

Recordkeeping: 3 hours,.7 minutes. 

Learning about the law or the form: 47 
minutes. 

Preparing and sending the form to the 
IRS: 53 minutes. 

Frequency of Response: Annually. 

Estimated Total Reporting/ 
Recordkeeping Burden: 28,680 hours. 

Clearance Officer: Garrick Shear, 
(202) 622-3869, Internal Revenue 
Service, room 5571,1111 Constitution 
Avenue, NW., Washington, DC 20224. 

OMB Reviewer: Milo Sunderhauf, 
(202) 395-6880, Office of Management 
and Budget, room 3001, New Executive 
Office Building, Washington, DC 20503. 
Lois K. Holland, 

Departmental Reports, Management Officer. 
[FR Doc. 92-30272 Filed 12-11-92: 8:45 ami 
BiLUNQ CODE 4830-01^ 


Public Information Collection 
Requirements Submitted to OMB for 
Review 

Dated: December 8,1992. 

The Department of Treasury has 
submitted the following public 
information collection requirementls) to 
OMB for review and clearance under the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, 
Public l.aw 96-511. Copies of the 
submission(s) may be obtained by 
calling the Treasury Bureau Clearance 
Officer listed. Comments regarding this 
information collection should be 
addressed to the OMB reviewer listed 
and to the Treasury Department 
Clearance Officer, Department of the 
Treasury, Room 317-1 Treasury Annex. 
1500 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW.. 
Washington, DC 20220. 

Internal Revenue Service 

OMB Number: 1545-0915. 

Form Number: IRS Form 8332. 

Type of Review: Extension. 
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Title: Release of Claim to Exemption 
for Child of Divorced or Separated 

^^scription: This form is used by the 
custodial parent to release claim to the 
dependency exemption for a child of 
divorced or separated parents. The data 
is used to verily that the noncustodial 
parent is entitled to claim the 
exemption. , , , 

Respondents: Individuals or 
households. , . , 

Estimated Number of Respondents/ 
Recordkeepers: 150,000. 

Estimated Burden Hours Per 
Respondent/Recordkeeper: 

Recordkeeping: 7 minutes. 

Learning about the law or the form: f 
minutes. 

Preparing the form: 7 minutes. 

Copying, assembling, and sending the 
form to the IRS: 14 minutes. 

Frequency of Response: Annually. 

Estimated Total Reporting/ 
Recordkeeping Burden: 81,000 hours. 

0MB Number: 1545-1013. 

Form Number: IRS Form 8612. 

Type &f Review: Revision. 

Title: Return of Excise Tax on 
Undistributed Income of Real Estate 
Investment Trusts. 

Description: Form 8612 is used by real 
estate investment trusts to compute and 
pay the excise tax on undistributed 
income imposed under section 4981. 

IRS uses the information to verify that 
the correct amount of tax has been 
reported. 

Respondents: Businesses or other for- 
profit. 

Estimated Number of Respondents/ 
Recordkeepers: 20. 

Estimated Burden Hours Per 
Bespondent/Recordkeeper: 

Recordkeeping: 6 hours, 13 minutes. 

Learning about the law or the form: 1 
hour, 47 minutes. 

Preparing and sending the form to the 
IRS: 1 hour, 58 minutes. 

Frequency of Response: Annually. 

Estimated Total Reporting/ 
Becordkeeping Burden: 200 hours. 

Clearance Officer: Garrick Shear (202) 
622-3869, Internal Revenue Service, 
room 5571,1111 Constitution Avenue, 
NW., Washington. DC 20224. 


0MB Reviewer: Milo Sunderhauf 
(202) 395-6880, Office of Management 
and Budget, room 3001, New Executive 
Ofhce Buil^ng, Washington, DC 20503. 
Lois K. Holland, 

Departmental Reports Management Officer. 
(FR Doc. 92-30271 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 ami 
BILUNO CODE 4a9(H>1-M 


[Number: 16-14] 

Execution of Tax Withholding 
Agreements 

Dated: December 7,1992. 

1. Delegation. By virtue of the 
authority granted to the Fiscal Assistant 
Secretary by Treasury Order (TO) 101- 
05,1 hei^y authorize the 
Commissioner, Financial Management 
Service, to execute tax withholding 
agreements with Stat^ and local 
governments. 

2. Redelegation. The authority 
delegated by this directive may be 
redelegated to personnel of the 
Financial Management Service. 

3. Canceliation. Treasury Directive 
16-41, “Executive of Tax Withholding 
Agreements,** dated September 29, 

1986, is superseded. 

4. Authorities. 

a. TO 101-05, “Reporting 
Relationships and Supervision of 
Officials, Offices and Bureaus, 
Delegation of Certain Authority, and 
Order of Succession in the Department 
of the Treasury.** 

b. 5 U.S.C. 5516, 5517, and 5520. 

c. 31 CFR part 215. 

5. Office of Primary Interest. Office of 
the Fiscal Assistant Secretary. 

Gerald Murphy, 

Fiscal Assistant Secretary. 

(FR Doc. 92-30209 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 ami 
BILUNQ CODE 4810-35-11 


DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS 
AFFAIRS 

Wage Committee; Meetings 

The Department of Veterans Affairs 
(VA). in accordance with Public Law 


92-463, gives notice that meetings of the 
VA Wage Committee will be held on; 

Wednesday, January 13,1993, at 2:30 p.xn. 
Wednesday, January 27,1993, at 2:30 p.m. 
Wednesday, February 10,1993, at 2:30 p.m. 
Wednesday, February 24,1993, at 2:30 p.m. 
Wednesday, March 10,1993, at 2:30 p.m. 
Wednesday, March 24,1993, at 2:30 p.m. 

The meetings will be held in room 
1161, Veterans Affairs Central Office. 

810 Vermont Avenue, NW., 

Washington, DC 20420. 

The Committee*s purpose is to advise 
the Chief Medical Director on the 
development and authorization of wage 
schedules for Federal Wage System 
(blue-collar) employees. 

At these meetings the Committee will 
consider wage survey speciff cations, 
wage survey data, local committee 
reports and recommendations, statistical 
analyses, and proposed wage schedules. 

All portions of the meetings will be 
closed to the public because the matters 
considered are related solely to the 
internal personnel rules and practices of 
the Department of Veterans Affairs and 
because the wage survey data 
considered by the Committee have been 
obtained firom officials of private 
business establishments with a 
guarantee that the data will be held in 
confidence. Closure of the meetings is in 
accordance with subsection 10(d) of 
Public Law 92-463, as amended by 
Public Law 94-409, and as cited in 5 
U.S.C. 552b(c) (2) and (4). 

However, members of the public are 
invited to submit material in writing to 
the Chairperson for the Committee*s 
attention. 

Additional information concerning 
these meetings may be obtained firom 
the Chairperson, VA Wage Committee, 
room 1161, 810 Vermont Avenue, NW., 
Washington, DC 20420. 

Dated: December 3,1992, 

By direction of the Secretary. 

Diane H. Landis, 

Committee Management Officer. 

[FR Doc. 92-30270 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 ami 
BILUNQ CODE 832<M>1-M 
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Vol. 57, No. 240 
Monday, December 14, 1992 


This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER 
contains notices of meetings published under 
the “Government in the Sunshine Act** (Pub. 
L. 94-409) 5 U.S.C. 552b(e)(3). 


FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY 
COMMISSION 

The following notice of meeting is 
published pursuant to section 3(a) of the 
Government in the Sunshine Act (Pub. 

L. No. 94-409), 5 U.S.C. 552b: 

DATE AND TIME: December 16,1992, 

10:00 a.m. 

PLACE: 825 North Capitol Street, NE., 
Room 9306, Washington, D.C. 20426. 

status: Open. 

MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED: Agenda. 

Note.—Items listed on the agenda may be 
deleted without further notice. 

CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE INFORMATION: 
Lois D. Cashed, Secretary, Telephone' 
(202) 208-0400. For a recording listing 
items stricken from or added to the 
meeting, call (202) 208-1627. 

This is a list of matters to be 
considered by the Commission. It does 
not include a listing of all papers 
relevant to the items on the agenda; 
however, all public documents may be 
examined in the Reference and 
Information Center. 

Consent Agenda—Hydro, 970th Meeting— 
December 16,1992, Regular Meeting (10:00 
a.m.) 

CAH-1. 

Project No. 11337-001, Moreland Energy 
Company 
CAH-2. 

Project No. 10551-021, City of Oswego, 

New York 
CAH-3. 

Project No. 2572-008, Great Northern 
Paper, Inc. 

CAH-^. 

Project No. 2232-286, Duke Power 
Company 
CAH-5. 

Project No. 3492-045, Allegheny No. 6 
Hydro Partners 

Project No. 3671-043, Allegheny Hydro 
Partners 
CAH-6. 

Project Nos. 9732-000 and 002, Brookside 
Hydroelectric Company, Inc. 

Project Nos. 9277-000 and 002, Riverside 
Dam, Inc. 

Project Nos. 10080-000 and 001, Ix)\ver 
Falls Hydro Company, Inc. 

CAH-7. 


Project No. 2523-002, Wisconsin Electric 
Power Company 
CAH-8. 

Docket No. RM93-5-00, Revision of the 
Billing Procedures for Annual Charges 
for Administering Part 1 of the Federal 
Power Act 

Consent Electric Agenda 

CAE-1. 

Omitted 

CAE-2. 

Docket Nos. ER93-85-000 and EL93-7- 
000, Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power 
Company 
CAE-3. 

Docket No. ER92-533-000, Louisville Gas 
and Electric Company 
CAE-4. 

Docket No. EL88-1-003, Indiana & 
Michigan Municipal Distributors 
Association and City of Auburn, Indiana 
v. Indiana Michigan Power Company 
Docket Nos. ER88-31-002 and ER88-32- 
002, Indiana Michigan Power Company 
Docket Nos. ER90-270-003 and ER90- 
271-003, Indiana Michigan Power 
Company 
CAE-5. 

Docket No. EG93-2-000, Doswell Limited 
Partnership 
CAE-6. 

Docket No. EG93-4-000, Costanera Power 
Corporation 
CAE-7. 

Docket No. EG92-302-001, Northern States 
Power Company (Minnesota) and 
Northern States Power Company 
(Wisconsin) 

CAE-8. 

Docket Nos. EG92-484-001, ER92-512- 
001 and ER92-817-001, New England 
Power Company 
CAE-9. 

Docket No. ER89-48-002, Southern 
Ck)mpany Services, Inc. 

CAE-10. 

Docket Nos. ER91-150-006 and ER91- 
570-005, Southern Company Services, 
Inc, 

CAE-11. 

Omitted 

CAE-12. 

Docket No. EL92-25-001, Cities and 
Villages of Albany and Hanover, Illinois; 
Alta Vista, Bellevue, Fairbank, 
Fredericksburg, Grafton, Guttenberg, 
Readlyn, Sabula, and Strawberry Point, 
slowa; and Rushford and St. Charles, 
Minnesota v. Interstate Power (Company 
CAE-13. 

Docket No. FA88-62-001, Wisconsin 
Electric Power Company 
CAE-14. 

Omitted 

CAE-15. 


Docket Nos. ER92-624-000, and 001, 
Western Resources, Inc. and Kansa<j Has 
and Electric Company 
CAE—16. 

Omitted 

CAE-17. 

Docket No. RM85-17-O0a-Regulation of 
Electricity Sales-for-Resale and 
Transmission Service 


Consent Misceilajieous 
CAM-1. 

Docket No. RM92-17-000. Elimination of 
Certain Filing Fees in Parts 346 and 381 
CAM-2. 

(A) Docket No. R088-10-000, Houston Oil 
and Refining Inc. and Joseph A. Imparato 

(B) Docket No. R086-13-000, Merit 
Petroleum, Inc. 

(C) Docket No. R087-19-000, Pel-Star 
Energy, Inc. and John H. Harvison 

(D) Docket No. R087-6-000, Petrade 
International, Inc. 

(E) Docket No. R088-11-000. Port 
Petroleum, Inc. Morris M. James, T. 
Michael Howell, and C. Gregory Crafts 

(F) Docket No. R088-1-000, Leonard 0. 
Rice d/b/a Rice Oil Company and Rice- 
Lindquist, Inc. 


Consent Oil and Gas Agenda 
CAG—1. 

Docket No. RP93-29-000. ANR Pipeline 
Company 
CAG—2. 

Docket Nos. RP91-111-006 and 007, North 
Penn Gas Company 
CAG-3. 

Docket No. RP92-167-000. Natural Gas 
Pipeline Company of America 
CAG—4. 

Docket No. MT88-12-006, El Paso Natural 
Gas Company 
CAG—5. 

Docket No. RP93-28-000, Southwest Gas 
Transmission Company 
CAG-6. 

Omitted 

CAG-7. 

Docket No. RP88-67-061, Texas Eastern 
Transmission Corporation 
CAG-8. 

Docket Nos. RP93-31-000 and CP8^328- 
000, Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line 
Corporation 

CAG-9. . 

Docket Nos. RP91-229-003,004,005 and 
006, Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line 
Company 

CAG-10. . , 

Docket No. RP91-188-000, El Paso Natural 

Gas (Company 

^^ket Nos. RP91-41-015, RP91-90-008, 
TM92-2-21-005, TM92-3-21-005. 
TM92-9-21-004, TM92-19-21-603, 
TM92-11-21-002 and TM91-12-21- 
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004. Columbia Gas Ttaasmission 
Corporation 
CAG-12. 

Docket No, RP92-237-001, Alabama^ 
Tennessee Natural Gas Company 
CAG-13. 

Docket No. TQ92-5-1-006, Alabama- 
Tennessee Natural Gas Company 


CAG-14- 

Docket Nos. TA91-1-17-007, 003,005, 
and TM91-2-17-003, Texas Eastern 
Transmission Corporation 
CAG-15. 

Docket Nos, RP88-259-061, CP89-1227- 
015, RP90-124-011 and RP90-161-007. 
Northern Natural Gas Company 
CA&-16. 

Docket No. RP92-132-009, Tennessee Gas 
Pipeline Company 
CAG-17. 

Docket No. RP92-165-005, Trunkline Gas 
Company 
CAG-18. 

Omitted 

CAG-19. 

Docket No. RP91-229-014, Panhandle 
Eastern Pipe Line Company 
CAG-20. 

Docket No. RP88-262-021, Panhandle 
Eastern Pipe Line Company 
CAG-21, 


Docket Na RP91-164-006, Granite State 
Gas Transmission, Inc. 

CAG-22. 

Docket No, RP80-211-027,CNG 
Transmission Corporation 
CAG-23. 


Docket Nos, RP87-30-000 (Phase I!) and 
RP90-69-000, (Phase AL Colorado 
Interstate Gas Company 
CAG-24. 


Docket No. RP91-232-000, Pacific 
Interstate Transmission Clompany v. El 
Paso Natural Gas Company 
CAG—25. 

Docket No. RP91-166-014. Northwest 
Pipeline Corporatton 
CAG-26. 

Docket Nos. RP92-50-001 and CP90-406- 
000, High Island Offshore System 
CAG—27. 

Docket No, RP92-135-000, West Texas 
Gas, Inc. 

CAG—28. 


Docket No. RP91-189-004, Midwestern 
Cac^3s Transmission Company 

Omitted 
CAG— 30. 

t^ket No. RP92-15-000. Enogex, Inc. 
CAG-31. 

Docket Nos. 1S92-21-000 and IS92-40- 
„ Total Pipeline Corporation 

LAG— 32. 

Docket Nos. IS91-24-000 and IS91-30- 
P ^®cumseh Pipe Line Clompany 


Docket No. GP93-1-000, Louisiana Office 
01 Lonservation, Tight Formation 
Determination, Louislana-13, FERC No. 
JD92-06945T 
CAG-34, 


Docket No. GP91-a-001, Jack J. Grynbe 
Individually and as General Partner f 
the Greater Green River Basin Drillini 
Program: 72-73 v. Rocky Mountain 


Natural Gas Company, a division of KN 
Energy, Inc. 

Docket No. GP91-10-001, Rocky Mountain 
Natural Gas Company v. |ack J. Gryid»erg, 
Individually and as General Partner for 
the Greater Green River Basin Drilling 
Program: 72-73 
GAG—35. 

Docket No. GP92-14-000, Northern 
Natural Gas C^ompany v. Woods 
Petroleum (Corporation 
CAG—36. 

Docket Nos, RS92-24-002, RP8a-115-031, 
RP90-104-4)19, RP90-192-012 and 
CP80-1119-003, Texas C;as 
Transmission Corporation 
CA&-37. 

Docket No. RS82-5-0(X), Columbia Gas 
Transmission 

Docket No. RS92-&-000, COlunfoia Gulf 
Transmission Company 
CA038. 

Docket No. RS92-1-003, ANR Pipeline 
company 
CA039. 

Docket Nos. CP91-1884-002 and CP91- 
1380-003, Great Lakes Gas Transmission 
Limited Partnership 
CAG—40. 

Docket No. CP92-ld0-(X)l, Superior 
Offshore Pipeline Company 
CL\G-41. 

Docket No. CP92-241-007, Kern River (Os 
Transmission Company 
CAG-42. 

Docket No. CP92-405-001, 
Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line 
corporation 
c:ac>-43. 

Docket No, CP92-472-001, Equitrans, Inc, 
CAC;-44. 

Docket No. (3P92-543-002, Panhandle 
Eastern Pipe Line Company 
CACJ-45. 

Docket No, CP92—441-(X)1, National Fuel 
Gas Supply Corporation and Tennessee 
Gas Pipeline (Ompany 
CAC;-46. 

Docket No. CT^91-2206-006, Tennessee Gas 
Pipeline COmpany 
CAO-47. 

Omitted 

CAO-48, 

Omitted 

CAG-49. 

Omitted 

CA(G-50. 

Omitted 

CAG-51. 

Docket No. CP92-296-001, Northwest 
Pipeline Corporation 

Docket No. CP92-289-002, El Paso Natural 
Gas (Ompany 
CACj—52. 

Docket No. CP78-124-019, Northern 
Border Pipeline (Ompany 
CAC5-53. 

Docket No. CP90-2155-001. Southern 
Natural Gas (Ompany 
CAO-54. 

Docket No. CP93-54-000, Transcontinental 
Gas Pipe Line Corporation 
CAG—55. 

Omitted 
CACi—56. 

Omitted 

c:ao-57. 


Omitted 

CACJ-58. 

Omitted 
CACi—59. 

Omitted 

CAO60. 

Docket No, 0^2-563-000, City Gas 
Company of Florida 
CAG—61. 

Docket No. CP89-2035-000, Meridian Oil 
Gathering. Inc. 

Cj\C^-62. 

Docket No. CP92-657-000, Southwest Cias 
Corporation v, El Paso Natural Gas 
Company 
CAO-63. 

Docket No. RP93-27-000, Transcontinental 
Gas Pipe Line Ckirporation 
CL\0-64. 

Docket Nos. RP90-109-006, RP87-62-014 
and RP86-148-009 (Phase I), Pacific (Jas 
Transmission Ck»npany 
CA065, 

Docket No. Cy89-634-021, Iroquois Gas 
Transmission System, L.P. 

CAG-66. 

Docket No. RP92-187-000, Florida Gas 
Transmission 0)mpany 
CAC.-67. 

Docket No. (3*89-661-021, Algonquin Gas 
Transmission Company 
CAO-^ 

Docket No, (3*92-259-001. Sumas 
International Pipeline, Ihc. 

Docket Nos. CP92-247-002, CP92-336-002 
and CP92-383-000, Northwest Pipeline 
Corporation 

Docket No. (3*92-247-002, Northwest 
Pipeline Ck)rporation and Washington 
Water Power O>rporation 
CAO-69, 

Docket No. (3*92-6-(X)7, Southern Natural 
Gas Company and South Georgia Natural 
Gas Company 

Docket No. <3*92-311-003. Southern 
Natural Gas Company 
CAG-70. 

Docket No. (3*90-1391-002, Arcadian 
Corporation v. Southern Natural Gas 
Company 
c:ag-7i. 

Docket No. ST90-267-002, Transok Gas 
Transmission Company (Successor to 
TEX/CXDN Gas Pipeline Company) 
CAG-72. 

Docket No. (3*92-233-003, El Paso Natural 
Gas (Company 

Hydro Agenda 
H-1. 

Docket No. EL85-42-001. Guy M. Carlson. 
Order on rehearing and late intervention. 

Electric Agenda 
E-1. 

Docket No. ER92-280-000. Public Service 
Electric and Gas Company. Order on 
transmission rate filing. 

E-2. 

Docket Nos. ER92-317-001 and ER92- 
456-001. Public Service Company of 
Colorado. Order on rehearing regarding 
transmission rates. 

E—3. 

Docket No. ER91-565-000. New England 
Power Clompany. Opinion on initial 
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decision regarding post-retirement 
benefits other than pensions. 

E—4. 

Docket No. EC92-21-000, Entergy 
Services, Inc. 

Docket No. ER92-606-000, Gulf States 
Utilities Company. Order on rate filing 
and request for merger authorization. 

E-5. 

Omitted 

Miscellaneous Agenda 

M-1. 

Docket No. PL93-1-000, Post-Employment 
Benefits Other Than Pensions. Statement 
of Policy. 

Oil and Gas Agenda 

/. Pipeline Rate Matters 

PR-1. 

(A) Docket No. RP91-143-005, Great Lakes 
Gas Transmission Limited Partnership. 
Opinion No. 367-A and order on 
rehearing. 

(B) Docket Nos. RP89-186-008 and RP90- 

20-005, Great Lakes Gas Transmission 
Limited Partnership. Order on rehearing 
of Opinion No. 368. 

//. Restructuring Matters 

RS-1. 

Docket Nos. RS92-60-002 and 003, El Paso 
Natural Gas Company. Order on capacity 
release. 

RS-2. 

Docket No. RS92-87-000, Transwestem 
Pipeline Company. Order on Order No. 
636 compliance filing. 

RS-3. 

Docket No. RS92-11-000, Texas Eastern 
Transmission Corporation. Order on 
Order No. 636 compliance filing. 

RS-4. 

Docket No. RS92-22-002, Panhandle 
Eastern Pipe Line Company. Order on 
Order No. 636 compliance filing. 

///. Pipeline Certificate Matters 

PC-1. 

Docket Nos. CP92-184-000 and 001, Texas 
Eastern Transmission Corporation 

Docket Nos. CP92-185-000 and 001, 
Algonquin Gas Transmission Company. 
Application to construct facilities and to 
provide firm transportation for six 
shippers. 

PC-2. 

Docket Nos. CP91-732-O03 and CP88- 
332-024, Indicated Shippers v. El Paso 
Natural Gas Company. Cirder on 


rehearing re request for modification of 
October 7,1992 order. 

PC-3. 

Docket No. CP80-34-009, Panhandle 
Eastern Pipe Line Company 

Docket No. CP80-35-009, Colorado 
Interstate Gas Company. Order on 
application to amend existing exchange/ 
transportation/sales agreement. 

PC-4. 

Omitted 

PC-5. 

Docket Nos. CP92-182-000 and 001, 
Florida Gas Transmission Company 

Docket No. CP92-415-000, 
Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line 
Corporation and Florida Gas 
Transmission Company. Application to 
construct Phase III facilities and 
application for expansion of Mobile Bay 
facilities. 

Dated: December 9,1992. 

Lois D. Cashell, 

Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 92-30407 Filed 12-10-92; 12:42 
pm) 

BILUNQ CODE e717-01-M 


FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE 
CORPORATION 

Notice of Agency Meeting 

Pursuant to the provisions of the 
‘‘Government in the Sunshine Act** (5 
U.S.C. 552b(e)(2)), notice is hereby 
given that at 4:05 p.m. on Wednesday, 
December 9,1992, the Board of 
Directors of the Federal Deposit 
Insurance Corporation met in closed 
session to consider matters relating to 
administrative enforcement proceedings 
and to the probable failure of certain 
insured banks. 

In calling the meeting, the Board 
determined, on motion of Director C.C. 
Hope. Jr. (Appointive), seconded by 
Director Stephen R. Steinbrink (Acting 
Comptroller of the Currency), concurred 
in by Acting Chairman Andrew C. Hove, 
Jr., that Corporation business required 
its consideration of the matters on less 
than seven days* notice to the public; 
that no earlier notice of the meeting was 
practicable; that the public interest did 
not require consideration of the matters 
in a meeting open to public observation; 




considered in a closed meeting by 
authority of subsections (c)(6), (c)(8) 
(c)(9)(A)(ii), (c)(9)(B), and (c)(10) of the 
“Government in the Sunshine Act’* (5 
U.S.C. 552b(c)(6). (c)(8). (c)(9)(A)(ii) 
(c)(9)(B) and (c)(10)). 


The meeting was held in the Board 
Room of the FDIC Building located at 
55(>--17th Street, N.W., Washington 


Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation. 

Dated: December 10,1992. 

Robert E. Feldman, 

Deputy Execufive Secretary. 

IFR Doc. 92-30380 Filed 12-10-92; 11:47 
am] 

BILUNQ CODE «714-01-4I 


BOARD OF GOVERNORS OF THE FEDERAL 
RESERVE SYSTEM 

TIME AND DATE: 10:00 a.m.. Friday, 
December 18,1992. 

PLACE: Marriner S. Eccles Federal 
Reserve Board Building, C Street 
entrance between 20th and 21st Streets, 
N.W., Washington, D.C. 20551. 
STATUS: Closed. 

MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED: 

1. Personnel actions (appointments, 
promotions, assignments, reassignments, and 
salary actions) involving individual Federal 
Reserve System employees. 

2. Any items carried forward from a 
previously announced meeting. 

CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE INFORMATION: 
Mr. Joseph R. Coyne, Assistant to the 
Board; (202) 452-3204. You may call 
(202) 452-3207, beginning at 
approximately 5 p.m. two business days 
before this meeting, for a recorded 
announcement of bank and bank 
holding company applications 
scheduled for the meeting. 

Dated: December 10,1992. 

Jennifer J. Johnson, 

Associate Secretary of the Board. 

(FR Doc. 92-30355 Filed 12-10-92; 11:46 
am] 

BILUNQ CODE 6210-01-M 
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PENSION BENEFIT GUARANTY 
CORPORATION 

29 CFR Parts 2616 and 2617 
RIN 1212-AA41 and RIN 1212-AA47 

Distress Terminations of Single- 
Employer Plans; Standard 
Terminations of Single-Empioyer Pians 

AGENCY: Pension Benefit Guaranty 
Corporation. 

ACTION: Final rule. 

SUMMARY: The regulations in this final 
rule replace regulations of the Pension 
Benefit Guaranty Corporation on notices 
of intent to terminate (29 CFR Part 2616) 
and determination of plan sufficiency 
and termination of sufficient plans (29 
CFR Part 2617), as modified by a 1986 
notice of interim procedures and a 1988 
notice of revised termination rules. The 
regulations being replaced were, to a 
great extent, rendered obsolete by 
enactment of the Single-Employer 
Pension Plan Amendments Act of 1986 
and the 1987 Pension Protection Act, 
which substantially changed the rules 
governing voluntary terminations of 
single-employer plans under Title IV of 
the Employee Retirement Income 
Security Act of 1974. Although the 1986 
and 1988 notices provided interim 
guidance, more detailed rules and 
procedures are needed by plan 
administrators who wish to terminate 
single-employer pension plans. Part 
2616 prescribes the rules and 
procedures for distress terminations; 

Part 2617 prescribes the rules and 
procedures for standard terminations. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: January 28,1993. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Harold J. Ashner, Assistant General 
Counsel, or Renae R. Hubbard, Special 
Counsel, Office of the General Counsel 
(Code 22000), Pension Benefit Guaranty 
Corporation, 2020 K Street, NW., 
Washington, DC 20006; 202-778-8850 
(202-778-1958 for TTY and TDD). 

(These are not toll-free numbers.) 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Background 

On September 2,1987, the Pension 
Benefit Guaranty Corporation CTBGC'*) 
published in the Federal Register (52 
FR 33318) proposed rules governing the 
voluntary termination of single- 
employer pension plans covered by 
Title IV of the Employee Retirement 
Income Security Act of 1974, as 
amended (“ERISA*’). The PBGC, which 
administers the pension plan 
termination insurance program under 
Title IV of ERISA, published the 
proposed rules in response to 


substantial changes made in the 
insurance program by the Single- 
Employer Pension Plan Amendments 
Act of 1986 (“SEPPAA”) (Pub. L, 99- 
272). 

Under SEPPAA, single-employer 
pension plans could be voluntarily 
terminated only in a “distress” 
termination or a “standard” 
termination. Briefly, a distress 
termination could occur only if 
specified procedural requirements are 
met and if the contributing sponsor of 
the plan and each “substantial” member 
of its controlled group demonstrate that 
they are in such poor financial 
condition that they cannot, realistically, 
continue to maintain the plan. A 
standard termination could occur only if 
specified procedural requirements are 
met and if plan assets are sufficient to 
provide all “benefit commitments” 
(which generally exceed PBGC 
guaranteed benefits but fall short of all 
plan benefits). 

In order to provide guidance under 
the new law to plan administrators in 
terminating single-employer plans 
pending revisions to the regulations and 
accompanying forms, the PBGC had 
published notices of transition rules and 
interim procedures on April 10,1986 
(51 FR 12489 and 12491, respectively). 
Those notices summarized SEPPAA*s 
requirements relating to terminations of 
single-employer plans, and described 
the specific steps necessary to terminate 
a plan under SEPPAA. (SEPPAA was 
enacted on April 7,1986, and applied 
to all terminations with respect to 
which a notice of intent to terminate 
was filed or issued on or after January 
1,1986.) 

To reflect the new statutory rules, the 
PBGC proposed to revise totally its two 
principal regulations dealing with the 
voluntary plan termination process, j.e.. 
Notice of Intent to Terminate for Non¬ 
multiemployer Pension Plans, 29 CFR 
Part 2616, and Determination of Plan 
Sufficiency and Termination of 
Sufficient Plans, 29 CFR Part 2617. In 
keeping with the structure of the 
SEPPAA amendments, the PBGC 
proposed the promulgation of two new 
parts in its regulations: new Part 2616 
dealing solely with distress terminations 
and new Part 2617 dealing solely with 
standard terminations. 

On December 17,1987, Congress 
further amended ERISA’s voluntary 
termination requirements by enacting 
the Pension Protection Act (“PPA”) as 
Title IX, Subtitle D, Part II, of the 
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 
1987 (Pub. L. 100-203). (Congress 
subsequently clarified a number of the 
provisions of both SEPPA A and PPA in 
the technical corrections portion of the 


Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 
1989 (Title VII, Subtitle H) (Pub. L. lol 
239).) PPA was effective December 17 
1987, and the PBGC published a notice 
of revised termination rules to alert 
interested persons to the statutory 
changes (53 FR 1904, January 22,1988) 
The notice also stated that the PBGC’s 
final regulations on voluntary 
terminations would reflect the PPA 
amendments discussed therein and that 
the PBGC was in the process of 
preparing new forms to revise and 
combine the then-current termination 
forms, i.e.. Forms 444 and 445 and the 
PBGC portion of IRS/PBGC Form 5310, 

On December 22,1989, the PBGC 
published a notice of issuance of new 
termination forms (54 FR 52904), 
advising pension practitioners that it 
was issuing new Forms 500 and 501 for 
standard terminations and Forms 600 
and 601 for distress terminations to 
replace the then-current termination 
forms. Those new forms, which were 
issued for use in plan terminations 
initiated on or after February 1,1990, 
reflect the revised rules and procedures 
for plan terminations under SEPPAA 
and PPA. To a certain extent, the new 
forms also reflect the proposed 
regulations published earlier. 

In the notice of issuance, the PBGC 
advised pension practitioners that 
provisions in the forms specifying time 
limits for completing those termination 
requirements that, under the statute, are 
to be completed “as soon as practicable” 
are to be considered as guidelines only 
until the final regulations are issued. 
The final regulations incorporate 
substantially the same time limits as 
those specified in the forms (although, 
as discussed below, the final regulations 
allow more time for filing the standard 
or distress termination notice with the 
PBGC). In addition, the forms contain a 
number of new or revised definitions, 
many of which are incorporated into 
this final regulation, as also discussed 
below. 

The PBGC received 57 comments on 
the proposed regulations. Most of the 
commenters are professionals whose 
practice includes the pension benefits 
area, i.e., attorneys, actuaries, 
accountants, and benefit consultants or 
firms; commenters also represent 
insurance companies, unions, and 
associations active in the private 
pension community. The majority of 
comments focused on the procedures for 
standard terminations rather than the 
procedures for distress terminations; as 
discussed below, the major area of 
concern, on which 50 comments were 
received, was the time limits for 
completing the various steps in the 
termination process The PBGC has 
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reviewed all comments and has decided 
to make a number of changes, both in 
response to the comments and as a 
result of its experience in implementing 
the new statutory rules. 

The discussion that follows deals first 
with a number of general issues that cut 
across various provisions of both the 
standard termination and distress 
termination regulations. Next is a 
section-by-section discussion of changes 
to the standard termination regulation 
and, then, the distress termination 
regulation. (The standard termination 
regulation is dealt with first, both 
because most terminations are standard 
terminations and because many of the 
distress termination rules are merely 
variants of the standard termination 
rules.) Many of the provisions in both 
regulations have been reorganized or 
rewritten for clarity; this discussion will 
deal only with significant substantive 
changes or reasons why requested 
changes were not made. Unless 
otherwise indicated, all citations are to 
sections in the final regulations. 

General 


PPA Changes 

As noted above, after publication of 
the proposed rules. Congress enacted 
PPA, making a number of substantive 
Ranges in the pension plan termination 
insurance program. Those changes, 
insofar as applicable, have been 
incorporated into these final 
regulations. 

For standard terminations, the major 
PPA change was to increase the benefits 
that a plan must be able to satisfy upon 
termination, i.e„ the SEPPAA 
requirement that a plan be able to 
provide all “benefit commitments*' was 
replaced by the PPA requirement that a 
plan be able to provide all “benefit 
liabilities*’ under the plan. This PPA 
^ange—along with the Retirement 
Equity Act of 1984 (“REA”) (Pub. L. 98- 
397) and the issuance by the Internal 
Revenue Service of its final REA 
regulations (T.D. 8219,1988-2 C.B. 48; 

53 FR 31837, August 22.1988)—has 
seated a new coordination between 
Title IV of ERISA and the Internal 
Revenue Code. In particular, “benefit 
liabilities** are determined imder the 
internal Revenue Code, and include 
certain forms and benefit options that 
we protected under Code secUon 
411(d)(6). The inclusion of such 
protected forms and benefit options 
tends also to deemphasize the 

termination date 
benefit entitlements in a 
«^dard teimlnation, since participants 

entitlement 


For distress terminations, PPA made 
changes in the liquidation and 
reorganization distress criteria; required 
that every member of a contributing 
sponsor’s controlled group, rather than 
only “substantial** members, meet one 
of tne distress criteria; increased 
termination liability to unfunded benefit 
liabilities; and eliminated the section 
4049 trust, substituting in its place a 
mechanism (under ERISA section 
4022(c)) whereby the PBGC pays 
participants and beneficiaries a portion 
of their outstanding benefit liabilities 
(i.e., unfunded benefit liabilities that are 
not guaranteed benefits) from the 
PBGC’s employer liability recovery. (A 
more detailed discussion of the various 
PPA changes relating to standard and 
distress terminations ap|>ear8 in the 
PBGC’s Notice of Revised Termination 
Rules, 53 FR 1904 (January 22,1988).) 
The PBGC has revised the proposed 
regulations throughout to reflect these 
changes. 

Time Limits 

As noted above, the vast majority of 
commenters was concerned with the 
time limits for various steps in the 
termination process that were included 
in the proposed regulations. Those 
limits in large part implement the “as 
soon as practicable** standards in ERISA 
section 4041(b)(2)(A) and (c)(2)(A) 
(relating to the requirement for filing a 
termination notice with the PBGC) and 
ERISA section 4041(b)(2)(D) (relating to 
the time within which distribution of 
assets in a standard termination must be 
completed after the end of the period 
within which the PBGC may issue a 
notice of noncompliance (“NONC”) 
pursuant to ERISA section 
4041(b)(2)(C)). 

One of Congress* goals in revising the 
termination rules was to simplify and 
expedite the PBGC’s review of 
terminations under which the PBGC 
would not be called on to pay 
guaranteed benefits, thereby permitting 
faster distribution of plan assets as well 
as enabling the PBGC to devote more of 
its resources to those terminations that 
do impose liabilities on the plan 
termination insxnrance program. In 
furtherance of this Congressional goal, 
the PBGC attempted in the proposed 
regulations to keep to a minimum the 
maximum length of time from the 
issuance of the notice of intent to 
terminate (“NOIT’*) to completion of the 
distribution of plan assets in a standard 
termination. 

In the case of distress terminations, 
the PBGC similarly sought to limit the 
maximum time for various processing 
steps (in particular, the time for filing 
the distress termination notice and. in 


the case of a plan that is sufficient at 
least for guaranteed benefits and that 
thus will close out in the private sector, 
the time for completing the distribution 
of plan assets). (The overall time for 
terminating in a distress termination is 
not subject to precise prescription; 
among other things, the time needed for 
the PBGC to make certain required 
determinations (e.g., as to whether the 
distress criteria are met and as to the 
level of plan sufficiency) will vary 
significantly based on the facts and 
circumstances of the particular case.) 
The following discussion will focus, as 
did the comments, on the standard 
termination time limits. However, 
where appropriate, the PBGC has made 
generally corresponding changes to the 
distress termination time limits, and has 
noted those changes below. 

While there were two objections to 
the establishment of any time limits, 
there was considerably more support foi 
the PBGC’s establishment of specific 
rules. (The PBGC explained the reasons 
for this approach in the preamble to the 
proposed regulations, 52 FR at 33322- 
33323.) However. 49 of the commenterr 
objected that some or all of the time 
limits set forth in the proposed 
regulations were too snort, and 
su^ested alternatives. For some, the 
primary concern was the time within 
which the standard termination notice 
is to be filed with the PBGC; for most, 
the primary concern was the time set for 
distribution of plan assets. The PBGC 
agrees with these concerns in large part, 
and has substantially revised the time 
limits with the comments in mind. 

As issued, the proposed standard 
termination regulation allowed a 
maximum of 7-11 months from the 
issuance of the NOIT to completion of 
distribution. (The 7-11 month period, or 
210—330 days, consisted of a period of 
60-180 days fi-ora issuance ot the NOIT 
to the proposed termination date; 60 
days firom the proposed termination 
date to the filing of the standard 
termination notice; 60 days for the 
PBGC to review the standard 
termination notice and to determine 
whether to issue a notice of 
noncompliance; and 30 days fit)m the 
expiration of the PBGC’s review period 
for the plan administrator to complete 
the distribution of plan assets.) This 
final regulation increases the overall 
time period to 14-15 months (with 
extensions po^ible); but, more 
importantly, it reallocates the individual 
time periods to reflect the public’s 
comments. 

Under the final regulations, 

SS 2616.22 and 2617.22 (proposed 
§S 2616.12 and 2617.12), less time is 
allowed between the NOIT and the 






proposed termination date (decreased 
from a maximum of 180 days to a 
maximum of 90 days). This change 
reflects the PBGC's experience that very 
few plan administrators propose 
termination dates in the NOIT (either in 
a standard or distress termination) that 
are more than 90 days after the NOIT 
(Indeed, one commenter suggested that 
the minimum 60-day period between 
the NOIT and the proposed termination 
date be decreased; however, that is a 
statutory time period established by 
ERISA section 4041 (a)(2), (b)(1)(A), and 
(c)(1)(A), which cannot be decreased by 
the PBGC.) Moreover, by shortening this 
time period, the PBGC is better able to 
lengthen those time periods the 
commenters expressed concern about 
without unacceptably lengthening the 
overall maximum time limit (T^e 
proposed termination date in a distress 
termination is discussed more fully 
under "Section 2616.2—Definitions.") 

A number of commenters stated that 
the time period for filing the standard 
termination notice (120-240 days after 
the NOIT is issued, but only 60 days 
after the proposed termination date) was 
inadequate, noting that the bulk of ^e 
processing work necessary to complete 
notices of plan benefits (which must 1^ 
issued at or before the time the standard 
termination notice is filed) and file the 
standard termination notice with the 
PBGC is generally not begim until the 
proposed termination date; before then, 
the plan's population and participants' 
and beneficiaries' benefits "as of the 
proposed termination date cannot be 
known with certainty. In response to 
these comments, the PBGC had 
lengthened the period for filing the 
standard termination notice from 60 to 
90 days when it established 
"guidelines" in its 1989 form package. 
Experience has demonstrated that even 
more time is needed in many cases, and 
the PBGC has therefore decided to 
lengthen this period further, to 120 days 
after the proposed termination date. 
(While there is no provision for 
extension of this 120-day period, the 
plan administrator may defer its 
commencement (and thus, in effect, 
extend the period) if the standard 
termination notice filed with the PBGC 
proposes a termination date that is later 
than the one proposed in the NOIT; in 
no event, however, may this later 
proposed termination date be more than 
90 days after the date of issuance of the 
NOIT.) See § 2617.25. The PBGC has 
made generally corresponding changes 
(in §§ 2616.2 and 2616.24) to the time 
limits for filing the distress termination 
notice. 

A clear majority of commenters 
objected to the 30-day time limit for 


completing the distribution of plan 
assets. (This 30-day time period was 
measur^ firom the end of the PBGC's 
review period in a standard termination; 
in a distress termination sufficient for at 
least guaranteed benefits, it was 
measured from the date the plan 
administrator receives the PBGC's 
distribution notice.) The reason most 
cited was the length of time it generally 
takes to receive a favorable 
determination letter from the Internal 
Revenue Service ("IRS"). (In the 
preamble to the proposed regulation the 
PBGC suggested that, to alleviate this 
problem, it would be prudent for plan 
administrators to file with the IRS early 
in the procedure (j.e., at or before the 
time of issuance of the NOIT) (52 FR at 
33322). One commenter noted that some 
IRS districts will not accept early 
filings; a number of others cited 
instances in which determination letters 
were not received until much later than 
the maximum time allowed in the 
proposed regulation.) Other reasons 
given were (1) delays caused by 
participants' failures to respond to 
election notices in a timely manner, (2) 
the time required to complete the 
purchase of annuity contracts, and (3) 
the need to liquidate long-term assets 
(which may have penalties for 
premature withdrawal) or illiquid 
assets. 

The PBGC is sensitive to these 
concerns and has therefore decided, as 
discussed below, to extend significantly 
the time limits for distribution. 
Nonetheless, the PBGC reminds plan 
administrators that the implementation 
of a decision to terminate a pension 
plan requires sound and careful 
planning, and that they should take all 
appropriate steps to ensure a timely 
distribution. 

Accordingly, the PBGC has increased, 
from 30 days to 180 days, the time 
between the date the PBGC's review 
period ends in a standard termination 
and the date by which assets must be 
distributed. See § 2617.28(a); compare 
proposed § 2617.18(a). This revised time 
period for asset distribution generally 
should enable a plan administrator to 
obtain a determination letter before 
distribution must be completed. 

The final rule for standard 
terminations also provides that if the 
plan administrator files a request for a 
determination letter with the IRS on or 
before the date that the standard 
termination notice is filed with the 
PBGC, but does not receive a 
determination letter at least 60 days 
before the expiration of the 180-day 
distribution period, the time for plan 
asset distribution will automatically be 
extended to 60 days after the date of a 


favorable determination letter provided 
that the plan administrator notifies the 
PBGC, prior to expiration of the 180-dav 
distribution period, that the plan is ^ 
entitled to such an extension. (Because 
of the similarities between the 
information needed to issue notices of 
plan benefits and complete the standard 
termination notice, and that needed to 
file a request with the IRS for a 
determination on the tax qualification of 
a plan, the PBGC expects that plan 
administrators will be able to file with 
the IRS at the same time they file with 
the PBGC.) In other limited situations, 
the PBGC may grant a discretionary 
extension. See § 2617.28(e)-(f). 

For distress terminations that are 
sufficient for at least guaranteed benefits 
and that thus will close out in the 
private sector, the PBGC has similarly 
extended the distribution time limit 
from 30 days to 180 days. The proposed 
regulation did not provide for the plan 
administrator's issuance to participants, 
prior to distribution, of any notices 
regarding their plan benefits (except, 
under proposed § 2616.14(e), in the 
limited circumstance in which a plan 
was sufficient for all benefit 
commitments); this step has been added 
to the final rule (see "§ 2616.27—- 
Notices of benefit distribution"), and the 
180-day distribution time limit is 
measured from the date the plan 
administrator completes issuance of the 
notices of benefit distribution. The 
regulation also provides for extensions 
of time similar to those described above 
for standard terminations. See 
§ 2616.29(a). 

The following table illustrates the 
time line for completing a standard 
termination under the final rules, 
assuming that (1) the proposed 
termination date is the minimum 60 
days (rather than, e.g., the maximum 90 
days) after the date of issuance of the 
NOIT, (2) each step is completed on the 
last day permitted, and (3) there are no 
extensions. 

Standard Termination Time Line 420 
Days or Approximately 14 Months 

Day 0: Notice of intent to terminate 
Day 60: Proposed termination date 
Day 180: Notices of plan benefits and 

standard termination notice 
Day 240: Notice of noncompliance 

period ends 

Day 420: Distribution completed 

Effects of Failure To Meet Termination 
Requirements 

The proposed regulations noted, in 
various sections, that if the 
requirements for a voluntary 
termination (either standard or di^ssj 
are not met, the termination is null and 
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void. In such circumstances, the plan is 
ongoing. Several commenters expressed 
concern about the severity of this 
sanction for failure to comply with the 
pertinent requirements. 

Two commenters suggested that, 
rather than nullifying a plan 
termination, the PBGC permit correction 
of deficiencies. The PBGC may permit 
correction of certain minor deficiencies, 
such as clerical errors, where the rights 
of the parties involved are not adversely 
affected. Similarly, where the standard 
or distress termination notice is 
incomplete, the PBGC will advise the 
plan administrator of the missing 
item(s) of information and permit 
completion of the notice (see 
§§2616.25(cK2). 2617.26(c)). Finally, in 
a distress termination, the PBGC may 
waive any requirement with respect to 
notices to be filed with the PBGC if it 
will be less costly or administratively 
burdensome to the PBGC to do so 
(§ 2616.3(c)(2)). In other circumstances, 
however, the PBGC will not waive or 
permit “correction** of deficiencies. 

The PBGC’s discretion in this regard 
is substantially limited, since many of 
the pertinent requirements are statutory 
in nature. Moreover, while some of the 
requirements represent the PBGC’s 
regulatory implementation of statutory 
requirements, the PBGC believes that 
these regulatory requirements should be 
absolute except where the regulation 
provides otherwise (e.g., by providing 
for an extension of a time limit under 
specified circumstances). The PBGC 
stresses the importance of planning a 
termination in advance and carefully 
following the prescribed procedures. 

The changes in the time limits, along 
with the extension provisions discussed 
above, should alleviate the commenters* 
concerns to a great extent. The most 
commonly missed deadline, other than 
that for distribution, is the statutory 60- 
day minimum period between issuance 
of the NOrr and the proposed 
termination date, and that normally 
occurs because the plan administrator 
miscounted the days. The PBGC has 
attempted to give greater guidance in 
the computation of time periods, e.g., in 
§§2616.8 and 2617.9. 

Another commenter asked whether a 
plan termination voided for PBGC 
purposes is also void for other purposes 
under ERISA. If a termination is null 
and void because the requirements in 
tne statute and these regulations are not 

pDTc A ^ ongoing plan under 

Code. However, the 
^ did not intend to imply, as one 
^mmenter suggested, that a proper 
ezing of accruals before the plan 
armination date in accordance with 


ERISA section 204(h) would also be 
voided. 

Conversion of Termination 

In the preamble to the proposed 
regulation, the PBGC stated that, if a 
proposed termination fails to meet the 
applicable requirements, that 
termination cannot be converted into 
the other type of termination in order to 
preserve the original proposed 
termination date (52 FR at 33325). The . 
PBGC has reconsidered its position, and 
has decided that there is no absolute bar 
against the conversion of a standard 
termination to a distress termination, or 
vice versa. The PBGC expects such 
conversions to be extremely rare, and 
will determine whether to permit 
conversion on a case-by-case basis, 
taking into account the effect conversion 
would have on the rights of all parties 
involved. 

Penalty Authority 

The PBGC notes that PPA enhanced 
its enforcement authority by adding 
section 4071 (29 U.S.C. 1371) to ERISA 
(OBRA ‘87 section 9314(c)(1)). Section 
4071 (as clarified by OBRA ‘89 section 
7881(i)(3)(B)) authorizes the PBGC to 
assess a penalty when, among other 
things, a person fails to provide a notice 
or other material information required 
under subtitles A, B. C, or D of Title IV 
of ERISA, or any regulations prescribed 
thereunder, within the applicable time 
limit specified therein. The penalty is 
payable to the PBGC and may not 
exceed $1,000 for each day that the 
failure continues. 

Effective Date 

One commenter requested an effective 
date of 90 days after publication to 
allow “plan administrators and their 
consultants to adapt to the regulations 
and to develop the appropriate 
compliance procedures.” Another 
commenter requested that the effective 
date of the final regulations be 60 days 
after publication “to allow those 
terminations which are essentially in 
process to be completed in accordance 
with the prior rules.” 

The PBGC does not believe that a 
significant delay in the effective date of 
these regulations (beyond the usual 30 
days from date of publication) is 
necessary, given that the time limits for 
various stages in the termination 
process have been substantially 
increased; the new forms containing 
many of the basic procedures included 
in these regulations have been in use 
since February 1990; and the pension 
community has generally been 
following the other basic provisions in 
the proposed regulations. The PBGC 


notes, also, that the regulations apply 
only to terminations with respect to 
which the NOIT is issued on or after the 
effective date; terminations in process 
thus may be completed in accordance 
with the prior rules. However, the PBGC 
has decided to defer the effective date 
slightly (to January 28,1993) so as to 
afford adequate time for OMB extension 
of approval, under the Paperwork 
Reduction Act, of the collection of 
information requirements in this final 
rule and the implementing forms and 
instructions, (Elsewhere in today’s 
Federal Register, the PBGC is 
publishing a notice of its reouest to 
OMB, along with a copy of the revised 
version of the forms and instructions.) 

Standard Terminations 

Section 2617.2 —^Definitions. 

Affected party: One commenter noted 
that there may be circumstances in 
which a former employee organization 
would have sufficient ties to an 
employee benefit program to be 
properly included as an affected party. 
The PBGC agrees and included a 
modified definition in its old 
termination regulation, as amended in 
May 1992 (57 FR 22167, May 27.1992). 

Date of distribution and Irrevocable 
commitment: A number of commenters 
asked for clarification concerning when 
distribution takes place. Several 
requested that the regulations explicitly 
provide that the date of distribution, in 
the case of a purchase of an irrevocable 
commitment [i.e., an annuity contract) 
from an insurer, is the date the liability 
is transferred to the insurer rather than 
the date of issuance to the participant of 
a certificate or policy of insurance. 

The PBGC added definitions of date 
of distribution and irrevocable 
commitment to its old termination 
regulation in May 1992 (57 FR 22167. 
May 27,1992), and has included these 
definitions in this final regulation. 
These definitions clarify that, as 
suggested by the commenters, a 
distribution of benefits through the 
purchase of an irrevocable commitment 
occurs when the obligation to provide a 
benefit to an individual passes from a 
pension plan to an insurer. 

Existing collective bargaining 
agreement: The PBGC added this 
definition to clarify the circumstances 
in which a collective bargaining 
agreement is deemed to “exist” for 
purposes of ERISA section 4041(a)(3) 
and §2617.5, 

Insurer: One commenter requested 
that the definition of insurer be 
modified to permit plan administrators 
to purchase irrevocable commitments 
only from “those insurance companies 
doing business in states with guaranty 
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funds and who have an A-t- rating with 
Best’s Reports.” The definition in the 
proposed and final regulations is one 
that has been used for many years by the 
PBGC in its regulations, e.g,, 29 CFR 
part 2617. On June 21,1991, the PBGC 
issued an Advance Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking (”ANPRM”) (56 FR 28642, 
28643) soliciting public comment on 
whether additional regulation 
concerning plan administrators’ 
selections of annuity providers for 
terminating plans is needed and, if so, 
what such regulation should include. 

An extended comment period on the 
ANPRM ended September 19,1991, and 
those comments and possible regulatory 
action are under active consideration. If 
the PBGC decides to change the 
definition of insurer as a result of that 
consideration, it will do so as part of a 
separate rulemaking action. 

Majority owner: The PBGC has added 
a definition of “majority owner.” (The 
percentage ownership requirement for 
“majority owner” status under this 
definition is “50 percent or more” rather 
than “more than 50 percent.”) As 
discussed more fully below (see 
“§ 2617.7—Facilitating plan 
sufficiency”), majority owners may 
facilitate a standard termination by 
electing to forego receipt of all or part 
of their benefit liabilities until the 
benefit liabilities of all other 
participants have been satisfied. 

Participant: One commenter 
suggested that the definition of 
participant^clude non-vested former 
employees^ho clearly are not eligible 
for benefits as a result of plan 
termination, absent an IRS finding of a 
pre-termination ’partial termination.’” 
Whether and to what extent former 
employees are entitled to receive 
benefits upon plan termination depends 
on the definition of “benefit liabilities”; 
the IRS, rather than the PBGC, has the 
authority to define that term. 

Nonvested, as well as partially or 
fully vested, former employees may lose 
any entitlement they may have to 
benefit liabilities if they are cashed out 
under the terms of the plan and in 
accordance with applicable law and 
regulations. See section 411(a)(7) of the 
Internal Revenue Code (“Code”); Treas. 
Reg. § 1.411(a)-7. Whether and for how 
long former employees who were not 
cashed out retain benefit entitlements in 
the event of plan termination is 
determined under the Code. 

The PBGC’s participant definition 
governs only entitlement to the various 
notices in a termination, not entitlement 
to benefits. The rules governing 
entitlement to notice, however, should 
generally match those governing 
entitlement to benefits. (In particular. 


the PBGC does not want to burden plan 
administrators with a requirement to 
give notice to large numbers of 
individuals who are not entitled to 
benefits.) Pending further guidance from 
IRS, plan administrators wishing to 
terminate their plans must determine 
whether former employees 
retain benefit entitlements upon plan 
termination; the final regulation, in 
effect, requires plan administrators to 
provide such individuals with notice if 
they are entitled to benefits. Thus, 
former employees who are “retaining” 
credited service under the plan are 
included within the definition of 
“participant” and are therefore entitled 
to notice of the termination. Finally, the 
PBGC added a number of other 
definitions to incorporate PPA changes, 
or for clarity or ease of reference. 

Section 2617.4 —Administration of 
plan during pendency of termination 
proceedings. 

Proposed § 2617.4 provided that, 
during the period between the issuance 
of the NOIT and the end of the PBGC’s 
review period, the plan administrator 
may not make any distributions to 
participants “pursuant to or in 
furtherance of the plan’s termination,” 
but could carry out “the normal 
operations of the plan.” Several 
commenters requested clarification as to 
whether particular distributions may be 
permitted as part of the plan’s “normal 
operations.” 

The PBGC sought to strike a balance 
in this provision between the need to 
permit continued operation of the plan 
with as little disruption to participants 
as possible during the termination 
proceedings, and the need to protect 
plan assets so as to ensure fair treatment 
of all participants in accordance with 
their allocation rights under ERISA 
section 4044. It is difficult, however (as 
pointed out by the commenters), to 
distinguish between “normal course” 
distributions and those pursuant to or in 
furtherance of a plan’s termination. The 
PBGC therefore has developed (in 
§ 2617.4) rules that would permit lump 
sum and irrevocable commitment 
distributions under specified 
circumstances, but would limit attempts 
to circumvent termination and 
distribution requirements through 
premature distributions. The PBGC 
stresses that any distribution in 
furtherance of a termination (whether 
before or after issuance of the NOIT) 
before the PBGC’s review period ends is 
a violation of ERISA section 
4041(b)(2)(D). 

Section 2617.5 —Challenges to plan 
termination under collective bargaining 
agreement. 


This section prescribes rules that 
apply when a plan termination is 
challenged on the grounds that the 
termination would violate the terms and 
conditions of an existing collective 
bargaining agreement. The PBGC 
received several comments on these 
provisions. 

Three commenters suggested that the 
PBGC should make at least an initial 
determination as to whether the 
termination violates an existing 
collective bargaining agreement and not 
automatically suspend the termination 
until there is a final settlement of the 
dispute. Alternatives suggested were 
that PBGC at least “review the 
complaint to eliminate frivolous 
claims”; make an interim determination 
that there is “reasonable cause” for the 
challenge; or make a determination as to 
the legitimacy of the challenge on the 
basis of “an opinion of counsel of the 
plan administrator.” The commenters 
expressed concern about the delay in 
the termination proceeding pending 
resolution of the challenge, and the 
effect of the delay on participants’ 
benefits under the plan to be terminated 
and under any replacement plan. 

The PBGC believes that it is not the 
appropriate body to decide whether a 
termination would violate the terms and 
conditions of a collective bargaining 
agreement. Labor-management relations 
law provides mechanisms for resolving 
such disputes, as do many collective 
bargaining agreements. The PBGC lacks 
the expertise needed to make such 
decisions and, in any event, cannot 
limit the authority of the usual labor- 
management forums to decide the same 
issues. Moreover, because of the many 
variables that may affect the resolution 
of such a challenge [e.g., the bargaining 
history), the PBGC believes that it 
should not be making any 
determinations (even as to a claim of 
frivolity) regarding the merits of a 
dispute. Therefore, the PBGC has not 
changed the regulation in this respect. 

In me preamole to the proposed 
regulation, the PBGC stated that the list 
of “formal challenges” was “intended to 
be all inclusive” (52 FR at 33321). One 
commenter approved of this approati. 
Another suggested, however, that it is 
“inappropriate for the PBGC to impose 
a formalized scheme and determine by 
regulation what types of actions by the 
parties to the collective bargaining 
agreement warrant a suspension of the 
termination process.” . 

The PBGC sought to limit the types of 
challenges that would trigger 
suspension of a termination, in an eiio 
to avoid suspension based on 
“challenges” that were of an “informal 
or “preliminary” nature. This approacn 
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m the risk, of course, that one or 
I more types of challenges could bo 
overlooKed; indeed, three commentors 
correctly pointed out that the proposed 
regulations erroneously omitted Railway 
Labor Act challenges. The PBGC agrees 
with the commonters that the list should 
not be all-inclusive, and has revised 
§2617.5 according^. 

Finally, the PBGC has clarified that it 
has the authority to suspend a 
termination proceeding under § 2617.5 
at any time before the termination 
process (including distribution of plan 
I assets) is completed. The proposed 
; regulation required that PBGC be 
! notified of a formal challenge by the end 
of its review period; it did not say that 
I the PBGC was precluded hrom acting if 
the notification came later. While the 
PBGC's authority to suspend a 
termination under section 4041(a)(3) is 
not limited to the review period, it 
nonetheless wishes to encourage early 
filing with the PBGC of any notice of 
challenge to the proposed termination. 
Therefore, paragraph (a) of § 2617.5 
provides that the PBGC will suspend a 
proposed termination if it receives 
notice before the review period ends, 
and that it may do so if it receives such 
notification after the end of the review 
period but before the termination 
process has been concluded. (PBGC 
Opinion Letter 89-1, in dictum, 
contained language suggesting that the 
PBGC does not have the authority to 
suspend a termination once the review 
peri(^ ends; that language is incorrect 
and is hereby rescinded.) 

Section 2627.6—Annuity 
requirements. 

this section sets forth the general 
requirement that benefits payable as an 
annuity under a plan be provided in 
annuity form through the purchase of a 
single premium, nonparticipating, 
nonsurrenderable annuity from an 
insurer. In the proposed regulation, 
exceptions to the annuity requirement 
and rules governing the form of annuity 
were reserved because of the need to 
dete^ine what changes in the PBGC's 
previous rules were necessary to 
^nfprm to the requirements of the 
retirement Equity Act of 1984 (“REA"), 
inose rules, plus rules delineating 
'vnen participating annuities may be 
purchased, have been added to the final 
regulation. The PBGC consulted with 
inf j * i ^o™ulating these rules, and 

ends that they be consistent with 
^visions of the Code and IRS 
'«^lation8 thereunder in all respects. 

the preamble to the proposed 
^ ution, the PBGC asked for public 
REA'!if?k interaction of 


from three commenters on REA issues. 
The first related to the interaction of 
REA section 301 “early retirement" 
benefits and the proposed definition of 
“benefit commitments"; this is no 
longer a concern since “benefit 
liabilities" clearly includes REA section 
301 “early retirement" benefits. A 
second commenter suggested that, 
where a plan provides for a lump sum 
option, there was a conflict between the 
REA rule prohibiting elimination of 
optional l^nefit forms and the PBGC's 
requirement (proposed § 2617.6(a)) that 
any benefits payable in annuity form be 
provided through the purchase of 
“nonsurrenderable" annuities. The 
PBGC disagrees; an annuity contract 
may be “nonsurrenderable" and still 
provide for all optional benefit forms 
upon a participant’s reaching retirement 
age. Finally, the third commenter stated 
that the PBGC should not require 
annuities when the present value of the 
benefit is $3,500 or less; the regulation 
so provides in § 2617.6(b) (as did 
§ 2617.4(b)(2) of the old termination 
regulations). 

The PBGC notes that § 2617.4(b) of the 
old termination regulations contained 
language suggesting that a participant 
who is in pay status may not receive a 
lump sum distribution. That language, 
which was intended to prohibit the 
involuntary cashout of pay status 
benefits and not to'^prohibit elective 
cashouts, has been the source of some 
confusion; the corresponding provision 
in the final regulation (§ 2617.6(b)) has 
been clarified accordingly. 

The PBGC is aware that it may be 
difficult to purchase annuity contracts 
for small benefits that exceed $3,500 in 
value. Plans may of course provide for 
a lump sum cashout in such 
circumstances, provided that there is 
participant and spousal consent. Absent 
such consent, the plan administrator 
must find an insurer willing to provide 
the benefit in order to complete the 
distribution of assets in a standard 
termination. 

Another commenter asked that the 
PBGC adopt a position on the use of 
participating annuity contracts 
consistent with that of the IRS. The 
PBGC has added a new paragraph (d) to 
§ 2617.6 to define the circumstances in 
which the plan administrator may 
satisfy the annuity requirement through 
the purchase of participating annuities. 

Section 2617.7 —Facilitating plan 
sufficiency. 

Section 2617.7 of the proposed 
regulation provided rules whereby a 
contributing sponsor could make a 
commitment, at any time prior to the 
filing of a standard termination notice, 
to provide sufficient assets to make the 


plan sufficient for benefit commitments. 
The final regulation has been modified 
to provide that the commitment must be 
for benefit liabilities (pursuant to PPA), 
and to permit members of the 
contributing sponsor’s controlled group 
also to make such a commitment. 

One commenter su^ested that the 
contributing sponsor be permitted to 
make a sufficiency commitment at any 
time. The PBGC has not adopted this 
suggestion because the value of a 
sufficiency commitment is to be taken 
into account by the enrolled actuary in 
certifying that the plan is sufficient for 
benefit liabilities. That certification 
must be made as part of the standard 
termination notice in order for the 
termination to proceed; accordingly, the 
regulation requires that the sufficiency 
commitment be made by the time the 
standard termination notice is filed. The 
commenter was concerned that an 
already sufficient plan without such a 
commitment mi^t become insufficient 
during the distribution period and thus 
be unable to terminate in a standard 
termination; in such circumstances, the 
contributing sponsor or a controlled 
group member may of course provide 
the necessary funds without having first 
provided a commitment. 

Another commenter requested that 
the PBGC relax its absolute rule 
requiring bankruptcy court approval of 
the commitment if the person making 
the commitment is in bankruptcy. The 
commenter suggested that such 
approval might be unnecessary if some 
other person not in bankruptcy {e.g., a 
principal shareholder) were to guarantee 
the commitment. The PBGC agrees and 
has provided in the final regulation 
(§ 2617.7(a)(2)(iii)) that bankruptcy 
court approval is not required if a non- 
bankrupt person unconditionally 
guarantees that the commitment will be 
met at or before the time distribution of 
assets is required in the standard 
termination. 

Another commenter suggested that 
the PBGC include a provision 
permitting a principal owner “to waive 
a part of his ^nefit in order that all 
other participants would receive full 
benefits." The PBGC has decided that, 
in order to facilitate the termination of 
the plan and distribution of plan assets 
in a standard termination, a person who 
is a majority owner may agree to forego 
receipt of all or part of his or her benefit 
until the full plan benefits of all other 
plan participants have been satisfied. (In 
accordance with Code provisions and 
IRS regulations thereunder, if the 
present value of the benefit is more than 
$3,500, the spouse of the majority owner 
must consent to this alternative . 
treatment of the benefit. See Treas. Reg. 
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§§ 1.411(d)-4 and 1.417(e)-l.) An 
election to forego payment of benefits is 
permitted merely to facilitate a standard 
termination; if assets become available 
when final distribution occurs, such 
assets must be used to satisfy the benefit 
liabilities of the majority owner before 
any assets may revert to the contributing 
sponsor. 

For purposes of this provision, the 
definition of ‘‘majority owner” tracks 
that of ‘‘substantial owner” in ERISA 
section 4022(b)(5), except that it 
requires a different percentage 
ownership and does not include the 60- 
month look-back provision. The PBGC 
has defined ‘‘majority” to mean ‘‘50 
percent or more” rather than ‘‘more than 
50 percent” in order to permit use of 
this provision by two-person businesses 
in which ownership is evenly divided. 
The PBGC considered whether it should 
permit participants other than majority 
owners (ifi particular, substantial 
owners who are not majority owners) to 
elect such an alternative treatment of 
their benefit, but decided not to out of 
concern that they might be coerced into 
so electing. The ‘‘50% or more” test for 
majority owner status should effectively 
eliminate the risk of such coercion. 

Sections 2617.8 and 2617.9 —Filing 
with the PBGC; Computation of time. 

Section 2617.8 of tne proposed 
regulations contained rules for filing as 
well as rules for computing time limits. 
The PBGC has separated the filing and 
the time limit computation provisions 
into two sections (§§ 2617.8 and 
2617.9). 

The PBGC received six comments 
objecting to the rule that a document is 
not ‘‘filed” with the PBGC until it is 
received by the PBGC. Several 
Gommenters pointed out that most 
documents filed with the federal 
government are deemed filed when 
mailed, if properly addressed and 
postmarked by the United States Postal 
Service. The PBGC is aware of the 
general rule and has adopted it in a 
number of its regulations (see, e.g., 29 
CFR § 2615.6). However, for purposes of 
these termination regulations, the PBGC 
believes the rule must be otherwise. As 
stated in the preamble to the proposed 
regulations, the use of the postmark date 
as the filing date, as in effect under the 
old termination regulations, proved 
difficult to administer. Moreover, 

PBGC’s time for reviewing proposed 
terminations is shorter under the new 
statutory provisions. For these reasons, 
the PBGC has decided to define filing as 
the date of receipt. 

Section 2617.10 —^Maintenance of 
plan records. 

Section 2617.10 (proposed §2617.9) 
requires the plan administrator or 


contributing sponsor to maintain certain 
plan records for a six-year period 
following the filing of the post¬ 
distribution certification. (The PBGC 
notes that most or all of the plan records 
required to be maintained under this 
provision already must be preserved 
and maintained for other purposes 
under section 107 of Title I of ERISA.) 
The exclusion in the proposed 
regulation for records with respect to 
participants in pay status for more than 
one year as of the termination date has 
been deleted. The PBGC developed this 
exclusion in recognition of the tact that 
many plans do not keep records for pay 
status participants indefinitely; it did 
not intend, however, to exclude such 
records if they were kept and were used 
in determining the participant’s plan 
benefits as part of the termination 
process. Finally, the PBGC has added a 
new paragraph (c) (which retains the 
reouirement in § 2617.23 of the PBGC’s 
old termination regulation), providing 
that the records to be retained shall be 
made available (or submitted) to the 
PBGC upon request. 

Section 2617.22 (proposed 
§2617.12) —Notice of intent to 
terminate. 

In § 2617.22(b), the PBGC added rules 
to specify the effect on the termination 
process if additional affected parties are 
discovered after issuance of the NOIT, 
in response to numerous inquiries since 
the proposed regulations were 
published. In § 2617.22(d), new 
paragraph (6) reflects comments that 
affected parties should be informed of 
the effect of a standard termination 
upon their accrual of benefits and 
service under the plan. Paragraphs (d)(7) 
and (8), which were not present in the 
proposed regulation, were added as part 
of an amendment to the PBGC’s old 
termination regulation issued as an 
interim rule (56 FR 57980, November 
15,1991). Finally, paragraphs (d)(9) and 
(e), also not present in the proposed 
regulation, were the subject of an 
amendment to the old termination 
regulation that became final after notice 
and comment in June 1992 (57 FR 
22167, M^ 27,1992). 

The PBGC has also added a new 
paragraph (f) providing, in the case of a 
spin-off/termination transaction, that 
the plan administrator give participants 
and beneficiaries in the ongoing portion 
of the original plan a notice describing 
the transaction. This notice must be 
provided no later than the time the plan 
administrator completes the issuance of 
the noticevof intent to terminate. In 
order to have a valid termination in a 
spin-off/termination transaction 
involving asset reversions to the 
contributing sponsor, plan 


administrators must comply with the 
Implementation Guidelines jointly 
issued by the Departments of the 
Treasury and Labor and the PBGC; those 
guideUnes require that benefits of 
participants be fully vested as of the 
date of termination, that benefits of 
participants covered by the ongoing 
portion of the original plan be 
annuitized, and that all participants be 
^ven advance notice of the transaction 
in similar time and manner as if the 
entire original plan were being 
terminated. Paragraph (fi implements 
the advance notice requirements of the 
guidelines. 

Section 2617.23 (proposed 
§2617.13) —^Issuance of notices of plan 
benefits. 

The PBGC added a new paragraph (c), 
dealing with the effect on die 
termination process if additional 
affected parties are discovered after 
issuance of the notices of plan benefits; 
these rules are similar to those noted 
above under § 2617.22. 

Section 2717.24 (proposed 
§2617.14)—Form and contents of 
notices of plan benefits. 

Six commenters objected to the 
provision in proposed § 2617.14(c)(4) 
that, if the amount of benefit given in a 
notice is an estimate, ‘‘benefits paid will 
in no event be less than the estimate.” 
Reasons given, variously, were that a 
plan administrator should be allowed to 
correct mathematical or clerical errors 
and that a participant should not get a 
windfall because of such mistake. The 
PBGC agrees and has revised 
§ 2617.24(c)(4) accordingly. 

One commenter suggested that the 
regulation should clarify that the benefit 
given in the notice is ‘‘the monthly 
income and not the lump sum value.” 
The PBGC expects the plan 
administrator to give benefit 
information in the manner deemed to be 


most meaningful to participants, i.e., the 
monthly benefit (if a benefit may or 
must be paid as an annuity) and the 
estimated value of a lump sum benefit 
(if a benefit may or must be paid as a 
lump sum), and has not changed the 
regulation in this respect. 

A number of comments were received 
concerning the notices to persons with 
benefits in pay status, as required under 
proposed § 2617.14(d). One commenter 
suggested that paragraph (d)(4), relating 
to additional information to be given to 
persons in pay status for one year or 
less, is burdensome and requested an 
explanation. Several commenters 
suggested that the notice to persons in 
pay status should be deleted as 
confusing and that persons in pay status 
less than one year should not be given 
an opportunity to request a 
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recalculation of their benefit. The PBGC 
believes that the statute requires that 
adequate benefit information be given to 
all participants and beneficiaries, 
including those in pay status, in order 
that errors may be corrected and to 
reassure them concerning the amount of 
their benefit. However, because many 
plan administrators do not keep full 
underlying data for persons who have 
been in pay status for some time, the 
final regulation relieves them (as did the 
proposed regulation) of the burden of 
roviding such data for persons who 
ave been in pay status for longer than 
one year. 

Several commenters requested 
clarification of the information 
concerning lump sum benefits that 
proposed § 2617.14(e)(5) (§ 2617.24(e)(6) 
of the final regulation) required be given 
to persons who will be receiving their 
benefits in that manner. One suggested 
that the requirement that plan 
administrators explain how lump sums 
are calculated could be burdensome to 
plan administrators, and may also be 
excessive information for participants. 
Another suggested that the requirement 
(in proposed § 2617.14(e)(5)) for “an 
explanation of how the interest rate is 
used to calculate the lump sum“ 
duplicates the requirement (also in 
proposed § 2617.14(e)(5)) for a statement 
that “the higher the interest rate, the 
smaller the lump sum amount.” A third 
commenter suggested that additional 
information “describing the possible 
effect of the interest rate on ^ture 
benefits would be appropriate.” 

The PBGC has not made any changes 
in response to these comments. Notice 
of how a lump sum is calculated is an 
essential part of the benefit information 
required under the statute. Further, it is 
the PBGC’s experience that many people 
do not understand that there is an 
inverse relationship between the 
interest rate and the lump sum amount, 
and it is therefore appropriate to require 
a statement to that effect in the jiotices. 
finally, the regulation sets minimum 
requirements for inclusion in the 
notices of plan benefits; the PBGC did 
not intend to preclude plan 
^^^/[^istrators from including any 
additional explanatory material, and 
encourages plan administrators to do so 
where appropriate. 

Several commenters objected to the 
in proposed § 2617.14(0(1) 
mat benefit information as to amount 
^d form be given in the plan’s 
normal” form. They were concerned 
that, while the “normal” form under 
*^ost plans is a qualified joint and 
survivor annuity for married 

the plan administrator 
Often does not know the marital status 


of a participant or the age of his or her 
spouse. The PBGC agrees with these 
comments and has changed 
§ 2617.24(0(1) to permit information 
concerning the amount and form of the 
benefit payable at normal retirement age 
to be given with respect to “any form 
permitted under the plan.” 

With respect to proposed 
§ 2617.14(0(2), one commenter read the 
provision to require benefit estimates for 
all optional forms of benefits and 
requested clarification as to whether 
early retirement benefit estimates need 
be given only with respect to the earliest 
retirement age. The PBGC did not 
intend to require that benefit estimates 
be given for any forms other than (1) the 
normal form (changed in § 2617.24(0(1) 
to any permitted form), and (2) in the 
case of an early retirement benefit, the 
form payable at the earliest retirement 
age. The final regulation has been 
clarified accordingly. 

Proposed § 2617.14(0(3M5) required 
information concerning lump sum 
benefits to be given to participants who 
are not in pay status and for whom 
either the form or starting date of the 
benefit is not known. In general, such 
participants will not be close to 
retirement. One commenter noted that 
whether benefit amounts would be 
small enough to meet the $3,500 test for 
non-consensual cashout may depend on 
variables not known at the time the 
notice is given to these persons. Another 
suggested that participants should 
receive essentially the same information 
whether a lump sum cashout is 
consensual or nonconsensual. The 
PBGC agrees with these comments and 
has revised § 2617.24 (e) and (f) 
accordingly. 

Finally, the PBGC notes that its use of 
the proposed termination date for 
certain purposes under this section 
serves merely to facilitate the 
preparation of the notices of plan 
benefits, and is not intended to alter the 
rules governing the determination of 
benefit liabilities. 

Section 2617.25 (proposed 
§2617.15} —Standard termination 
notice. 

This section was revised to provide 
that the standard termination notice is 
to be filed on PBGC Form 500 (which 
includes Schedule EA—S, the enrolled 
actuary certification of sufficiency). 
Information similar to that required 
under proposed § 2617.15 (b) and (c) is 
now found in the forms, and those 
provisions are not included in the final 
regulation. New § 2617.25(b) 
(“Supplemental notice requirements”), 
along with certain of the information 
that is now in PBGC Form 500, was the 
subject of an amendment to the PBGC’s 


old termination regulation that became 
final after notice and comment in June 
1992 (57 FR 22167, May 27, 1992). 

One commenter questioned the 
PBGC’s authority to obtain information 
regarding reversions of residual assets to 
the contributing sponsor, arguing that 
the statute “only allows the PBGC to 
request such information as is necessary 
to determine whether adequate notices 
have been provided (and whether the] 
plan is sufficient for benefit 
(liabilities).” The PBGC disagrees; its 
role in overseeing the termination of 
sufficient plans extends beyond that 
suggested by the commenter. Plan 
terminations involving reversions of 
residual assets must comply with the 
PBGC/IRS/DOL Joint Implementation 
Guidelines as well as ERISA section 
4044 and 29 CFR 2618. Thus, PBGC’s 
role in enforcing the requirements of 
Title IV clearly requires that the PBGC 
obtain information regarding asset 
reversions. 

Section 2617.26 (proposed 
§2617.16) —^PBGC action upon filing of 
standard termination notice. 

A new paragraph (e) has been added 
to clarify that PBGC has continuing 
authority to suspend or nullify a 
proposed termination if it finds such 
action necessary to carry out the 
purposes of Title IV of ERISA. 

One commenter suggested that the 
PBGC specify a time period within 
which it will acknowledge receipt of the 
standard termination notice. It has been 
the practice of the PBGC to issue an 
acknowledgement to the plan 
administrator upon receipt of the 
standard termination notice stating the 
date of receipt, and it intends to 
continue this practice. The PBGC has 
not experienced a problem in this 
regard, and does not believe it necessary 
to include any specific time limit for 
acknowledgement in the regulation. 

Section 2617.27 (proposed 
§2617.17} —Notice of noncompliance. 

One commenter suggested that, to 
avoid uncertainty on the part of a plan 
administrator, a notice of 
noncompliance should be sent by 
certified mail and timed to arrive during 
the PBGC’s 60-day review period. As 
with the preceding discussion, the 
PBGC is not adopting this suggestion 
because its experience has not shown a 
problem in this respect. The PBGC 
notes, however, that while it may issue 
a notice of noncompliance at or near the 
end of its 60-day (or extended) review 
period, it generally issues such notices 
early in the review period. 

Proposed § 2617.17(c) provided that a 
plan administrator may appeal a notice 
of noncompliance under PBGC’s 
regulation governing administrative 
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appeals (29 CFR part 2606, subpart D) 
and that filing an appeal stays me 
termination process until the PBGC 
issues its decision on the appeal. In the 
preamble to the proposed regulation, the 
PBGC asked for public comment on the 
appropriateness of the proposed 
automatic stay during die PBGC's 
administrative review process. The 
PBGC received only one comment, 
which noted with approval that the stay 
"preserves the termination process 
without adverse impact until the appeal 
is resolved"; the regulation has not been 
changed in this reject. 

However, upon further consideration, 
the PBGC has changed § 2617.27(c) of 
the final regulation to provide that a 
plan administrator may request 
reconsideration of the determination, 
rather than requiring that an appeal be 
filed. The issues involved in review of 
a notice of noncompliance will 
ordinarily not be of sufficient 
complexity to warrant the need for the 
appeals procedure. The PBGC believes 
that the streamlined reconsideration 
process under Subpart C of Part 2606 
will better serve the interests of the plan 
and affected parties. 

Proposed § 2617.17(d) provided that, 
when a notice of noncompliance has 
been issued, the plan administrator 
must notify affected parties that "the 
plan is not going to terminate.” One 
commenter suggested that this would be 
confusing if reinitiation of the 
termination were intended. Another 
suggested that the regulation clearly 
state that issuance of a notice of 
noncompliance will not prevent 
initiation of a new termination at any 
time after the notice is issued. The 
PBGC agrees with these comments, and 
has changed § 2617.27(d) to provide that 
the plan administrator may inform 
participants, when notifying them of a 
notice of noncompliance, that a new 
termination is contemplated. 

Section 2617.28 (proposed 
§2617.18 )—Closeout of plan. 

Paragraph (b) was revised to make 
clear that a determination of plan 
sufficiency for benefit liabilities must 
take into consideration all other 
liabilities of the plan. Such liabilities 
include, for example, actuarial fees, 
premiums owed to the PBGC, and other 
administrative expenses for which the 
plan is liable. The PBGC emphasizes 
that plans undergoing standard 
terminations are liable for premiums 
through and including the plan year in 
which assets are distributed; failure to 
pay such premiums constitutes a 
violation of Title IV of ERISA. 
Distribution of a plan's benefit liabilities 
in a standard termination without taking 
into account the plan's premium 


obligation may result in the invalidation 
of the standard termination or a civil 
action by the PBGC against the plan 
administrator in his or her personal 
capacity. 

A number of commenters were 
concerned with the requirement in 
proposed § 2617.18(c) that the plan 
administrator give participants and 
beneficiaries, as part of a distribution 
through the purdiase of annuities, "the 
annuity contract or a certificate showing 
the insurer's name and address and 
clearly reflecting the insurer's obligation 
to provide the benefits purchased.” (fee 
commenter suggested that the obligation 
should be placed on the insurer rather 
than the plan administrator. Another 
stated that it is impossible to predict the 
amount of time necessary for an insurer 
to issue annuity certificates in any given 
case and suggested that the regulations 
permit their issuance in the ordinary 
course of business. 

The PBGC agrees that the plan 
administrator would have access to a 
contract or annuity certificate only 
through the insurer, and recognizes that 
it often takes a considerable period of 
time for the insurer to provide such a 
contract or certificate. Nevertheless, the 
PBCX^ is concerned that participants and 
beneficiaries be given timely 
information concerning who is obligated 
to provide their annuity benefits and to 
whom they may go for answers 
concerning their benefits. Accordingly, 
the PBGC has revised § 2617.28 to 
provide, in paragraph (g), that evidence 
of the insurance may be provided either 
by the insurer or by the plan 
administrator. Further, such evidence 
may be in the form of a contract or 
certificate (as described above) or, if 
neither is available prior to the deadline 
for filing the post-distribution 
certification, a written notice from the 
plan administrator giving the necessary 
information. If the latter option (a 
written notice from the plan 
administrator) is used, each participant 
or beneficiary must be given the 
contract or certificate when available. 

Paragraph (h) was revised to provide 
that the post distribution certification is 
to be filed on PBGC Form 501. 
Information similar to that required 
under proposed § 2617.18(0 is now 
found in the form and these provisions 
are not included in the final regulation. 

The PBGC notes that the requirement 
of § 2617.28 to provide participants and 
beneficiaries (in the event of 
distribution through the purchase of 
irrevocable commitments) with a copy 
of the annuity contract or a notice or 
certificate of annuity contract, and to 
provide thoPBGC (in all cases) with a 
post-distribution certification, are 


requirements that relate to, but are not 
part of, the distribution of all benefit 
liabilities in a standard termination. As 
the PBC^C stated in its proposal to 
amend 29 CFR Part 2617, (56 FR 58014 
58015, November 15,1991): "Although' 
the written notice or certificate must he 
provided before the (post-distribution 
certification] can be filed and the 
termination thus completed, the 
distribution normally will occur before 
that notice or certificate is provided." 
Section 2617.28 (as well as 
§ 2617.3(b)(5)) has accordingly been 
revised to clarify that the contract, 
notice, or certificate and the filing of the 
post-distribution certification are not 
part of the distribution. 

One commenter suggested that the 
PB(X^ permit distribution of annuity 
contracts through the "bulk payment" 
method. Under this method, while the 
insurer is irrevocably committed to 
providing the benefits to participants, 
the insurer does so each month by 
sending a single check to the plan 
trustee who, in turn, makes payments to 
the individual participants. In the event 
the plan trustee for any reason does not 
perform the individual payment 
function, the insurer is obligated to 
make the payments itself (or to make 
arrangements with another person or 
entity to assume the indiviaual payment 
function). The bulk payment method is 
permissible so long as the requisite 
"irrevocable commitment” exists, i.e., if 
the obligation has irrevocably passed 
from the plan to the insurer, and the 
plan's trustee is thus serving only as an 
agent of the insurer. 

The PBCiC has received many 
inquiries from plan administrators 
regarding how to complete the 
distribution of assets if one or more 
participants cannot be located. If the 
plan administrator has been unable to 
locate participants after having made a 
reasonable effort to do so, the plan 
administrator must purchase irrevocable 
commitments for each participant who 
has not been located. In the alternative, 
if the participant's benefit is valued at 
$3,500 or less and would otherwise be 
distributed in a lump sum, the plan 
administrator should deposit the nionies 
that would otherwise be distributed into 
an individual interest-bearing account 
opened in the participant's name at a 
federally insured institution. 

The PBGC, however, recognizes Uiai 
plan administrators may confront 

difficulties in locating financial 

institutions willing to open individual 
interest-bearing accounts for mis^ng 
participants, particularly where the 
benefit amounts are small. In the limite 
case where a plan administrator has 
made every reasonable effort to locale 
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missing participants and to locate 
institutions that are willing to open 
individual interest-bearing accounts for 
them, but is still unable to complete the 
distribution in this manner, then the use 
of a pooled interest-bearing account may 
be appropriate. If such an account is 
opened, it must be maintained by a 
fiduciary designated by the plan 
administrator who continues to have 
ongoing fiduciary obligations to those 
missing plan participants. The fiduciary 
must keep clear, up-to-date records of 
each participant’s opening balance and 
earnings throughout the life of the 
account and must be available to make 
every reasonable effort to assist those 
participants who do come forward and 
claim their benefits. PBGC Opinion 
Letter 83-24 is modified in this respect. 

Finally, the PBGC reminds plan 
administrators of the need to follow 
plan terms and all legal requirements in 
distributing plan assets. For example, 
each participant must be offered all 
optional forms of benefit for which he 
or she is eligible under the terms of the 
plan, and all required consents must be 
obtained. Moreover, in valuing benefits 
to be provided in a lump sum, the plan’s 
actuary must use the interest rate or rate 
structures required by sections 
411(a)(ll) and 417(e)(3) of the Internal 
Revenue Code and the regulations 
thereunder. Failure to comply with any 
such requirements may result in 
invalidation of the standard 
termination. 

Distress Terminations 

Section 2616.2 Definitions. 

The PBGC has made changes to the 
definitions of ‘‘affected party” and 
“participant” that parallel the changes 
discussed under the standard 
termination reQulation. 

„ PBGC added a definition of 
“existing collective bargaining 
agreement” that is identical to the 
definition added to the standard 
termination regulation. 

The definition of ‘‘proposed 
termination date” has been changed to 
parallel, generally, that in the standard 
termination regulation, which permits 
the plan administrator to propose a 
termination date in the standard 
termination notice that is later than the 
one proposed in the NOIT (but no later 
than 90 days after the date of issuance 
of the NOIT). In the preamble to the 
proposed regulation, the PBGC said that 
It was not permitting the plan 
administrator to change the proposed 
termination date because, in most 
distress terminations, the contributing 
sponsor and members of its controlled 
group are experiencing severe financial 


hardship and permitting a change in the 
proposed termination date would pose a 
significant risk to the PBGC (see 52 FR 
at 33324). One commenter objected, 
arguing that there may be circumstances 
in which the plan administrator may 
need to choose a later date to facilitate 
the plan termination, and noting that 
the PBGC could protect its interests by 
seeking establishment of a date it deems 
appropriate under section 4048 of 
EIUSA. Upon reconsideration, and in 
view of the decreased time period 
within which a proposed termination 
date must fall under § 2616.22(a) 
(decreased from a 120-day period, i.e., 
60-180 days after the NOIT, to a 30-day 
period, i.e., 60-90 days after the NOIT), 
the PBGC agrees that plan 
administrators in distress terminations 
should be given some flexibility, and 
has modified the regulation to provide 
that the plan administrator may change 
the proposed termination date in the 
distress termination notice to a later 
date, but no later than 90 days after the 
notice of intent to terminate except with 
PBGC’s approval. The PBGC expects 
that it will rarely approve a later 
proposed termination date. 

In the preamble to the proposed 
regulation, the PBGC solicited public 
comment on the issue of whether ERISA 
section 4048 continues to authorize the 
establishment of retroactive termination 
dates. Two commenters argiied that 
retroactive termination dates should not 
be permitted, relying primarily on the 
increased emphasis, in SEPPAA, on 
advance notice to participants of a 
proposed termination date under ERISA 
section 4041. The PBGC has concluded 
that nothing in SEPPAA or PPA 
changed the rules, pursuant to ERISA 
section 4048, governing the 
establishment of retroactive termination 
dates to protect the insurance program. 
The PBGC intends to continue its long¬ 
standing policy (see 45 FR 80941, 
December 8,1980) of seeking retroactive 
dates in appropriate circumstances. 

The definitions of‘‘date of 
distribution” and “insurer” are 
discussed in the standard termination 
portion of this preamble. Also, as in the 
standard termination regulation, the 
PBGC has added a number of other 
definitions to incorporate PPA changes, 
or for clarity or ease of reference. 

Section 2616.3 Beq uirem en ts for 
distress termination. 

Section 2616.3(d)(1) restates the first 
statutory distress test (ERISA section 
4041(c)(2)(B)(i)). That test (often referred 
to as the “liquidation test”), refers 
explicitly only to liquidations under 
federal bankruptcy or state insolvency 
law, and requires that the liquidation 


case, as of the proposed termination 
date, not be “dismissed” (a term of art 
under federal bankruptcy law, resulting 
in negation of the bankruptcy filing, and 
to be distinguished from a “closing” of 
a bankruptcy case; compare 11 U.S.C. 

349 and 11 U.S.C. 350). The PBGC will 
consider cases under the liquidation test 
in which the liquidation was achieved 
through a foreclosure by secured 
creditors (as a result of which the 
contributing sponsor or controlled 
group member ceased operations and all 
of its assets were seized by such secured 
creditors) or through an assignment of 
all of the contributing sponsor’s or 
controlled group member’s assets for the 
benefit of creditors. The PBGC will also 
consider cases in which the liquidation 
was completed prior to the proposed 
termination date. In either case, 
however, the PBGC will find that the 
liquidation test is met only if it 
concludes, based on the circumstances 
of the specific case, that there is no 
indication that a principal purpose of 
the liquidation is to evade liability or 
otherwise to abuse the termination 
insurance program. 

One commenter requested that the 
PBGC specify the period of time with 
respect to which it will determine 
whether the third distress test (i.e., 
inability to continue in business; 
proposed and final § 2616.3(d)(3)) is 
met, and to develop standards of 
measurement to be used in making such 
determinations. The determinations 
made by the PBGC under the third 
distress test will necessarily be based on 
the facts and circumstances of each 
particular case. The PBGC does not 
believe it is appropriate, at least at this 
point, to develop specific time frames or 
standards of measurement. 

Proposed § 2616.3(e) provided that, in 
determining whether a distress test is 
met, the PBGC would disregard any act 
or failure to act for the principal 
purpose of satisfying a distress test 
rather than for a reasonable business 
purpose. Two commenters objected to 
this provision, arguing generally that the 
PBGC lacks the statutory authority to 
make such determinations and that it is 
very difficult in many circumstances to 
determine the purpose of an action or 
failure to act, particularly where there 
may be legitimate business reasbns to 
reduce labor costs, including pension 
costs. The PBGC has decided to retain 
this provision (paragraph (f) of the final 
regulation). A major purpose of the 
SEPPAA and PPA changes to Title IV of 
ERISA was to ensure that sponsors not 
be able to terminate underfiinded 
pension plans unless they are 
financially unable to continue them. 
That purpose would be vitiated if 
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contributing sponsors and controlled 

group members were free to create an 
appearance of financial hardship in 
order to meet the statutory test; this 
provision helps to prevent that result. 

Finally, a new paragraph (e) contains 
rules governing the interrelationship 
between the PBGC and a bankruptcy 
court in circumstances where both may 
be called upon to make distress findings 
regarding a particular plan termination. 
(The PBGC discussed these rules, and 
the reasons therefor, at 52 FR 38290, 
October 15,1987.) 

Section 2616.4 Administration of plan 
during pendency of termination 
proceedings. 

Proposed § 2616.4(a) set forth certain 
restrictions that apply during the 
pendency of a distress termination 
proceeding. The PBGC has added one 
more restriction (§ 2616.4(b)(4)), 
precluding the plan administrator from 
providing loans to participants, because 
the benefit that the participant is 
entitled to receive following a distress 
termination, e.g., the guaranteed benefit, 
may be less than the benefit amount 
sei-ving as security for the loan. To 
piaserve the plan’s assets during the 
pendency of the termination process, 
the restrictions are generally in effect 
throughout that process beginning with 
the issuance of the first notice of intent 
to terminate; however, in the limited 
case of a plan sufficient for at least 
guaranteed benefits, the restrictions 
prohibiting distributions in furtherance 
of the termination, purchase of 
irrevocable commitments, and payment 
of benefits in lump sum form 
necessarily cease to be in effect once 
distribution of the plan’s assets is 
permitted. ^ 

Proposed § 2616.4(c) provided that 
benefits that were not paid because of 
the cutback to estimated benefit 
amounts required by paragraph (b) of 
that section, if later required to bo paid, 
must be paid with interest at the rate 
prescribed under 29 CFR Part 2610. The 
interest rate in Part 2610 is a rate 
established by statute for unpaid 
premiums; the interest rate more 
properly used for paying “past-due” 
benefits is that used by die PBGC for 
that purpose. Accordingly, 

§ 2616.4(d)(2) provides for use of the 
interest rate or rates prescribed under 
§ 2623.11(d). 

Section 2616.5 Challenges to plan 
termination under collective bargaining 
agreement 

Provisions in this section parallel 
those in § 2617.5, discussed above, 
except that the time period within 
which notice must be given to the PBGC 


in order to require suspension of a 
distress termination ends upon issuance 
of a notice of inability to determine 
sufficiency or a distribution notice 
(rather than, as in the standard 
termination regulation, upon expiration 
of the PBGC’s review period). 

Section 2616.6 Annuity requirements. 

Provisions in this section parallel 
those in § 2617.6, discussed above. 

Proposed Section 2616.7 Contributing 
sponsor's commitment to make plan 
sufficient for guaranteed benefits. 

Proposed § 2616.7 provided explicitly 
for a commitment by the contributing 
sponsor to make a plan sufficient for 
guaranteed benefits in a distress 
termination. Such commitments are 
extremely infrequent, and raise difficult 
valuation questions. The PBGC has 
deleted this provision from the final 
regulation, and will determine whether 
and when to accept such commitments 
on a case-by-case basis. ^ 

Sections 2616.7 and 2616.8 Filing with 
the PBGC; Computation of time. 

These provisions, which were in 
§ 2616.7 of the proposed regulation, 
parallel §§2617.8 and 2617.9 of the 
standard termination regulation 
discussed above. (While the distress 
termination process does not, in general, 
have the same kind of specific time 
limits for PBGC action as does the 
standard termination process, the PBGC 
often will need to act quickly to protect 
participants and premium payers, and 
thus has decided to define filing as the 
date of receipt, as under the standard 
termination regulation.) 

Section 2616.9 Maintenance of plan 
records. 

When the administrator of a plan in 
a distress termination receives a 
distribution notice from the PBGC 
because the plan is found to be 
sufficient for at least guaranteed benefits 
(§ 2616.26(c)), the plan administrator 
proceeds to close out the plan in a 
procedure that essentially parallels that 
followed in standard terminations. 

Thus, the PBGC does not routinely 
receive all plan or benefit records with 
respect to those plans during the 
termination proceedings; such records 
must be maintained in order that they 
will be available if needed (e.g., because 
the plan is selected for audit by the 
PBGC or because participants have 
questions regarding their benefits). 
Section 2616.9 (which tracks proposed 
§ 2616.16(f) and final § 2617.10) 
contains this recordkeeping requirement 
and provides that the records shall be 
made available (or submitted) to the 


PBGC upon request. (The PBGC notes 
that most or all of the plan records 
required to be maintained under this 
provision already must be preserved 
and maintained for other purposes 
under section 107 of Title I of ERISA.) 

Section 2616.22 (proposed § 2616.12] 
Notice of intent to terminate. 

Paragraph (a)(3) requires that the 
notice of intent to terminate filed with 
the PBGC be on PBGC Form 600. 
Information similar to that required 
under proposed § 2616.12(e) is now 
found in the form and is not included 
in the final regulation. 

Rules were added in paragraph (b), 
similar to those in § 2617.22(b), 
discussed above, concerning the effect 
on the termination process when 
affected parties are discovered after 
issuance of the NOIT. 

A new paragraph (d)(5) (requiring that 
participants be informed of the effect of 
the termination on their benefit and 
service accruals), identical to 
§ 2617.22(d)(6), was added for the same 
reasons discussed above in connection 
with that section. In addition, and for 
similar reasons, a new requirement was 
added (paragraph (d)(6)) requiring the 
plan administrator to advise 
participants of the expected level of 
plan sufficiency. Finely, proposed 
paragraph (d)(6) (now paragraph (d)(8)), 
requiring that retirees be told, where 
applicable, of the possibility of benefit 
reduction and recoupment, was revised 
to make the requirement applicable to 
non-retirees as well. 

One commenter suggested that plan 
administrators be permitted to notify 
active employees of an intent to 
terminate the plan by posting the NOIT 
at locations usually reserved for 
employee notices, contending that 
“hand delivery of the notice is not 
required by statute and is unnecessary.” 
The PBGC disagrees and has not made 
this change. ERISA section 4041(a)(2) 
requires that a written notice be 
provided “to each affected party.” PB(5C 
interprets the language in that section to 
require individual notice, particularly in 
view of the importance of plan 
termination to participants and 
beneficiaries. 

A new paragraph (e), relating to spin¬ 
off/terminations, was added for the 
reasons discussed above under 
§ 2617.22 of the standard tennination 
regulation. (The PBGC recognizes that 
the rules governing participants in a 
spin-off/termination transaction are 
relevant in a distress tennination only if 
the plan is sufficient for all benefit 
liabilities;,while this is imlikely (since 
such plans would ordinarily terminate 
in a standard termination), it is not 
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Section 2616.23 (proposed § 2616.13) 
PBGC review of notice of intent to 
terminate. 


One oommenier euggested that the 
*1entative'* finding of compliance to be 
issued under paragraph (b) by the PBGC 
should be final because **there is no 
need for a reconsideration and possible 
reversal of a determination with respect 
to whether a notice of intent to 
terminate is sufficient/* The PBGC has 
not made this diange because making a 
*1entative*' determination permits the 
PBGC to make earlier (albeit only 
''tentative'*) determinations and, 
thereby, to facilitate faster processing in 
most cases. 


Paragraph (d) of this section was 
revised by eliminating the list (in 
proposed § 2616.13(d)(lH3)) of specific 
information that might be requested by 
the PBGC in connection with possible 
institution of proceedings under ERISA 
section 4042. The information that the 
PBGC may need will vary from case to 
case, and it is unnecessary to specify the 
information in advance in the 
regulation. 


In paragraph (e), the right to appeal 
the PBGCs determination that the 
notice of intent to terminate was not 
properly issued has been changed to a 
right to reconsideration. (As noted 
below, this same change was made 
regarding a PBGC determination that 
other distress termination requirements, 
such as meeting the distress tests, were 
not met.) Uncertainty as to whether a 
plan may terminate in a distress 
termination may profoundly affect the 
financing of an ongoing business or 
impede a plan of reorganization or 
liquidation. The time needed to 
complete the more sophisticated review 
of the appeals procedure, involving 
review by a three-person board and the 
opportunity to appear in person and to 
present witnesses, may be substantial, 
^e streainlined reconsideration process 
should facilitate prompt resolution of 
the status of the termination. 


One commenter noted that the 
^andard termination regulation 
(proposed S 2617.17(d); final 
§ 2617.27(d)) required the plan 
® ministrator to inform afiected parties 
m the event the PBGC issues a notice o 
noncompliance in a standard 
onnination, and suggested that a 
^J^ofification should be provided 
e PBGC finds that the requiremeoU 
termination ivere not met. 

3GC agrees and has added a new 
paragraph (f) that parallels § 2617 . 27 (d] 


Section 2616,24 (proposed $2616,14) 
Distress termination notice. 

This section was revised to provide 
that the distress termination notice is to 
be filed on PBGC Form 601 (including 
Schedule EA-D, the enrolled actuary 
certification). Information similar to that 
required under proposed § 2616.14(b)- 
(d) is now found in the form package 
and those provisions are not included in 
the final regulation. 

Section 2616,25 (proposed §2616.15) 
PBGC determination of compliance with 
requirements for distress temu/iotion. 

One commenter suggested that the 
regulation should include a "time 
frame" within which the PBGC must 
issue its determination that the distress 
termination requirements are satisfied. 
The PBGC believes it would be 
impractical to establish any meaningful 
time frames because the time that will 
be needed to make distress 
determinations will vary widely based 
on the facts and circumstances of a 
particular case, pcurticukuly given the 
many variables that must 1 m considered 
under the difierent distress criteria. 
However, the PBGC will att«npt to 
make its distress determinations as 
expeditiously as circumstances permit. 

The same commenter requested that 
the regulations be expanded to require 
that PBGC '^provide copies of the plan 
administrator's filings in support of the 
proposed distress termination." The 
PBGC has not adopted this suggestion 
because disclosure of material filed with 
the PBGC is determined in accordance 
with the rules in the PBGCs Freedom of 
Information Act regulatimi, 29 CFR Part 
2603. 

Finally, for the reasons discussed 
above under § 2616.23, the PBGC has 
changed (in para^aph (d)) the right to 
appeal its determinations that the 
requirements for a distress termination 
w’ere not met to a right to request 
reconsideration, and has added a new 
para^aph (e) requiring the plan 
administrator to provide notice to 
affected parties if the PBGC determines 
that the ^uirements for a distress 
termination are not met. 

Section 2616.26 (proposed §2616.16) 
PBGC determination of plan sufficiency/ 
insufficiency. 

Proposed paragraph (e) provided a 
special rule for plans that would be 
sufficient for guaranteed benefits only if 
the plan collets all or a portion of a 
claim for due and unpaid employer 
contributions. In the proposed 
regulation, such plans were treated as 
insufficient for guaranteed benefits (i.e., 
they would be placed into trusteeship 


by the PBGC) if the enrolled actuary did 
not certify that the necessary amount 
would be collected by the proposed 
distribution date. The PBGC deleted this 
special rule from the final regulation. It 
is the PBGC, rather than the enrolled 
actuary, that is responsible for 
determining whether and when to issue 
a notice of inability to determine 
suffidency m a distribution notice. In 
making this determination, the PBGC 
will take into account the expected 
datefs) and amount(s) of any collection 
of due and unpaid employer 
contributions (or other plan 
receivables). 

Section 2616.27 Notices of benefit 
distribution. 

This section is new; its provisions 
parallel, or cross-reference, the rules in 
§§ 2617.22 (d)(8), (d)(9), and (e). 

2617.23, and 2617.24 of the standard 
termination regulation. As noted above 
in the discussion of time limits, the 
proposed regulation did not include this 
step in all cases in which the plan is 
sufficient for at least guaranteed benefits 
(and thus closes out in the same manner 
as in a standard termination). 

Section 2616.29 (proposed § 2617.18) 
Closeout of plan. 

Paragraph (a) of this section cross- 
references and parallels the provisions 
of § 2617.28 (c), (e), and (f) of the 
standard tennination regulation/except 
that the 180-day period for completing 
the distribution of plan assets is 
measured from the date issuance of the 
notices of benefit distribution is 
completed (rather than, as in the 
standard termination regulation, from 
expiration of the PBGC's review period). 

Paragraph (b) (proposed § 2616.18(c)) 
provides for a post-cQstribution 
certification (which parallels 
§ 2617.28(h)) to be filed by any plan 
administrator distributing assets 
pursuant to a distribution notice issued 
by the PBGC, The PBGC has developed 
a new PBGC Form 602 to facilitate plan 
administrators’ certifications in these 
cases. 

E.O. 12291 and Regulatory Flexibility 
Act 

The Pension Benefit Guaranty 
Corporation ("PBGC") has determined 
that this final rule is not a "major rule" 
for the purposes of Executive Order 
12291 because it will not have an 
annual effect on the economy of $100 
million ot more; create a major increase 
in costs or prices for consumers, 
individual industries, or geographic 
regions; or have significant adverse 
effects on competifion, employment, 
investment, innovation, or on the ability 
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of United States-based enterprises to 
compete with foreign-based enterprises 
in domestic or export markets. These 
regulations merely implement the 
statutory requirements and procedures 
governing voluntary terminations of 
pension plans. 

Under section 605(b) of the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act, the PBGC 
certifies that these regulations will not 
have a significant economic impact on 
a substantial number of small entities. 
Traditionally, pension plans with fewer 
than 100 partidpants have been treated 
as small plans, ^venty-five percent of 
these plans are defined contribution 
plans and are not subject to PBGC 
regulations. Only about 51,000 small 
plans are covered by the PBGC’s single¬ 
employer insurance program. Of these, 
about 15 percent (7750 plans), or about 

3.5 percent of all small pension plans, 
terminate each year and are subject to 
these regulations. 

Paperwork Reduction Act 

The collection of information 
requirements in this final rule have been 
approved by the Office of Management 
and Budget under control number 1212- 
0036 with an expiration date of January 
31.1993. As noted above, elsewhere in 
today’s Federal Register the PBGC is 
publishing a notice of request for 
extension of OMB approval of the 
collection of information requirements 
contained in this rule and in the revised 
forms and instructions. 

List of Subjects in 29 CFR Parts 2616 
and 2617 

Employee benefit plans. Pension 
insurance. Pensions, and Reporting 
requirements. 

In consideration of the foregoing, the 
PBGC is revising 29 CFR parts 2616 and 
2617 of subchapter C of chapter XXVI. 
title 29 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations as follows: 

PART 2616—DISTRESS 
TERMINATIONS OF SINGLE¬ 
EMPLOYER PLANS 

Subpart A—General Provleione 

Sec. 

2616.1 Purpose and scope. 

2616.2 Definitions. 

2616.3 Requirements for a distress 
termination. 

2616.4 Administration of plan during 
pendency of termination proceedings. 

2616.5 Challenges to plan termination under 
collective bargaining agreement. 

2616.8 Axmuity requirements. 

2616.7 Filing with the PBGC. 

2616.6 Computation of time. 

2616.9 Maintenance of plan records. 


Subpart S—Dlatraaa Tarmlnatlon P r oca a a 

2616.21 Purpose and scope. 

2616.22 Notice of intent to terminate. 

2616.23 PBGC review of notice of intent to 
terminate. 

2616.24 Distress termination notice. 

2616.25 PBGC determination of compliance 
with requirements for distress 
termination. 

2616.26 PBGC determination of plan 
su fficiency/insufficiency. 

2616.27 Notices of benefit distribution. 

2616.28 Verification of plan svifficiency prior 
to closeout 

2616.29 Closeout of plan. 

Authority: 29 U.S.C. 1302(b)(3). 1341, and 
1344. 

Subpart A—Ger>eral Provisions 

§2616.1 Purposs and scops. 

(a) Purpose. 'This part sets forth the 
rules and procedures for terminating a 
single-employer pension plan in a 
distress termination under the 
Employee Retirement Income Security 
Act of 1974, as amended. Under the Act, 
a single-employer plan may be 
voluntarily terminated only in a 
“standard” or a “distress” termination, 
and then only if the termination satisfies 
the statutory requirements for the type 
of termination sought. This part 
supersedes previous PBGC regulations 
in 29 CFR Part 2616 and includes rules 
governing the notice of intent to 
terminate for distress terminations, as 
well as other substantive and procedural 
rules pertaining to those terminations. 
(The rules for standard terminations are 
included in Part 2617 of this 
subchapter.) Subpart A of this part 
contains general rules relating to 
distress terminations. Subpart B sets 
forth the specific steps that a plan 
administrator must follow in order to 
terminate a plan in a distress 
termination. 

(b) Scope. This part applies to the 
termination of any single-employer plan 
covered under section 4021(a) of the Act 
and not excluded by section 4021(b) for 
which a notice of intent to terminate in 
a distress termination is issued on or 
after January 28,1992. 

§2616.2 DefInHiona. 

For purposes of this part: 

Act means the Employee Retirement 
Income Security Act of 1974, as 
amended. 

Affected party means the PBCiC and, 
with respect to a terminating plan— 

(1) Each participant; 

(2) Each beneficiary of a deceased 
participant; 

(3) Each alternate payee under an 
applicable qualified domestic relations 
order, as defined in section 206(d)(3) of 
the Act; 


(4) Each employee organization that 
currently represents any group of 
participants; and 

(5) For any group of participants not 
currently represented by an employee 
organization, the employee 
organization, if any, that last 
reprinted such group of partidpants 
within the 5-year period preceding 
issuance of the notice of intent to 
terminate. 

In connection with any notice required 
under this if an affected party has 
designated in writing another person to 
receive the notice, any reference to the 
affected party shall be deemed to refer 
to the designated person. 

Benefit liabilities means the benefits 
of participants and their beneficiaries 
under the plan (within the meaning of 
section 401(a)(2) of the Code). 

Code means the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986, as amended. 

Contributing sponsor means the 
person entitled to receive a deduction 
under section 404(a) of the (k)de (or that 
would be entitled to receive a deduction 
except for the limitations in section 
404(a)) for contributions required to be 
made to the plan under section 302 of 
the Act and section 412 of the (k)de. 

Controlled group means, in 
connection with any person, a group 
consisting of such person and all other 
persons under common control with 
such person, determined in accordance 
with 29 CFR part 2612. 

Date of distribution means—(1) For 
benefits provided through the purchase 
of irrevocable commitments, the date on 
which the obligation to provide the 
benefits passes from the plan to the 
insurer; and 

(2) For benefits provided other than 
through the purchase of irrevocable 
commitments, the date on which the 
benefits are delivered to the p^icipanl 
or beneficiary (or to another plan or 
benefit arrangement or other recipient 
authorized by the participant or 
beneficiary in accordance with 
applicable law and regulations) 
personally or by deposit with a mail or 
courier service (as evidenced by a 
postmark or written receipt). 

Distress termination means the 
voluntary termination, in accordance 
with section 4041(c) of the Act and this 
part, of a single-employer plan. 

Distress termination notice means me 
notice filed with the PBCJC pursuant to 
section 4041(c)(2)(A) of the Act and 
§ 2616.24. PB(iC Form 601 (includmg 
Schedule EA-D) is the distress 
termination notice. 

Distribution notice means the notice 

issued to the plan administrator by 

PBGC pursuant to § 2616 . 26 (c) of this 
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part upon the PBGCs determination 
that the plan has sufELcient assets to pay 
at least guaranteed benefits. 

Existing collective bargaining 
agreement means a collective bargaming 
agreement that— 

(1) By its terms, either has not expired 
or is extended beyond its stated 
expiration date b^use neither of the 
collective bargaining parties took the 
required action to terminate it, and 

(2) Has not been made inoperativa by 
a judicial ruling. 

When a collective bargaining agreement 
no longer meets these ccmditions, it 
ceases to be an ^'existing collective 
bargaining agreement,*' whether or not 
any or all of its terms may continue to 
apply by operation of law. 

Guaranteed benefit means a benefit 
that is guaranteed bv the PBGC under 
section 4022 (a) and (b) of the Act and 
parts 2613 and 2621 of this chapter. 

Insurer means a company authorized 
to do business as an insurance carrier 
under the laws of a state or the District 
of Columbia. 

Irrevocable commitment means an 
obligation by an insurer to pay benefits 
to a named participant or surviving 
beneficiary, if the obligation cannot be 
cancelled under the terms of the 
insurance contract (except for fraud or 
mistake) without the consent of the 
participW or beneficiary and is legally 
enforceable by the partidpant or 
beneficiary. 

Mandatory employee contributions 
means amoimts contributed to the plan 
by a participant that are required as a 
condition of emplo^ent. as a condition 
of participation in plan, or as a 

condition of obtaining oenefits under 
the plan attributable to employer 
contributions. 

Notice of benefit distribution means 
the notice to each participant and 
beneficiary required by S 2616^7 of this 
part describinR the benefit to be 
distributed to him or her. 

WotiM of Intent to terminate means 
the nohce to affected parties advising 
each of a proposed plra tmmination, as 
requ^ by section 4041(a)(2) of the Act 
and §2616.22 of this part. 

Poit/c/poof means—(1) Any 
individual who is currently in 
employment covered by the plan and 
Who 18 earning or retaining credited 
sendw under the plan, including any 
In^vidual who is considered covert 
under t^ plan for purposes of meeting 
mo minimum part^pation 
i^t^meDts but who. because of ofEset 
provisions, does not have any 

accrued benefits; ^ 

(2) Any nonvesUid individual who is 
not currently in employment covered by 


the plan but who is earning or retaining 
credited service under the plan; and 

(3) Any individual who is retired or 
separated firom employment covered by 
the plan and who is receiving benefits 
under the plan or is entitled to begin 
receiving benefits under the plan in the 
future, excluding any such individual to 
whom an insurer has made an 
irrevocable commitment to pay ail the 
benefits to which the individual is 
entitled under the plan. 

PBGC means the Pension Benefit 
Guaranty Corporation. 

Person means an individual, 
partnership, joint venture, anrporation, 
mutual company, joint-stock company, 
trust, estate, unincorporated 
organizaticm, association, or employee 
ors^ization. 

imposed termination date means the 
date specified as such by the plan 
administrator in the notice of intent to 
terminate or, if later, in the distress 
termination notice. A proposed 
termination date 8|>ecified in the notice 
of intent to terminate may not be eariier 
than the 60th day, nor later than the 
90th day, after the issuance of the notice 
of intent to terminate. A proposed 
termination date specified in the 
distress termination notice may not be 
earlier than the proposed termination 
date specified in the notice of intent to 
terminate, or (except with raGC 
approval) later than the 90th day after 
the issuance of the notice of intent to 
terminate. 

Residual assets means the plan assets 
remaining after all benefit liabilities and 
other liabilities of the plan have been 
satisfied. 

Singh-emphyer plan means any 
defin^ benefit plan (as defined in 
section 3(35) of the Act) that is not a 
mukiemployer plan (as defined in 
secUon 4001(a)(3) of the Act), 

Spinoff/termination means a splitting 
of a single defined benefit plan into two 
or more plans, in conjunction with the 
termination of one or more of the plans, 
resulting in a reversicm of residual 
assets to the employer. 

Sufficient for oenefit liabilities means 
that there is no amount of unfunded 
benefit liabilities, as defined in section 
4001(a)(18) of the Act 
Sufficient for guaranteed benefits 
means that there is no amoimt of 
unfunded guaranteed benefits, as 
defined in section 4001(aKl7) of the 
Act. 

Termination date means the date 
established pursuant to section 404S(a) 
of the Act. The termination date is the 
date for determining guaranteed benefits 
and benefit liabilities. 

Title IV benefit means the guaranteed 
benefit plus any additional benefits to 


which plan assets are allocated pursuant 
to section 4044 of the Act and Part 2613 
of this subdiapter. 

12616.3 Requiremafiti for a dietreee 
tsnnlTurtioR. 

(a) Exclusive means cf voluntary plan 
termination. Unless a plan is able to 
discharge all of its obligations for 
benefit liabilities and c^erwise satisfy 
the requirements for a standard 
termination set forth in part 2617 of this 
subchapter, it may be voluntarily 
terminated by the plan administrator 
only if all of the requirements f<^ a 
distress termination set forth in 
paragraph (b) of this section are 
satisfied. 

(b) Requirements, A plan may be 
terminated in a distress termination 
only if— 

(1) The plan administrator issues a 
notice of intent to terminate to each 
affected party in accordance with 

§ 2616.22 at least 60 days and not more 
than 90 days before the proposed 
termination date; 

(2) The plan administrator files a 
distress termination notice with the 
PBGC in accordance with § 2616.24 no 
later than 120 days after the proposed 
termination date; and 

(3) The PBGC determines that the 
contributing sponsor and each member 
of its controll^ group satisfy one of the 
distress criteria set forth in paragraph 
(d) of this section. 

(c) Effect of failure to satisfy 
requirements, (1) Except as provided in 
paragraph (c)(2) of this section, if the 
plan administrator does not satisfy all of 
the requirements of paragraph (b) of this 
section, any action taken to effect the 
plan termination shall be null and void, 
and the plan shall be an ongoins phin 

A plw administrator who still aesires to 
terminate the plan shall initiate the 
termination process again, starting with 
the issuance of a new notice of intent to 
terminate. 

(2) The PBGC may, upon its own 
motion, waive any requirement with 
respect to notices to be filed with the 
PBGC lihder paragraph (bKl) or {b)(2) of 
this section if the PBGC believes that it 
will be less costly or administratively 
burdensome to the PBGC to do so. Tm 
PB(X^ will not entertain requests for 
waivers under this paragraph. 

(3) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this part, the PBGC retains 
the authority in any case to initiate a 
plan termination in accordance with the 
provisions of section 4042 of the Act. 

(d) Distress criteria, A contributing 
sponsmr and each member of its 
controlled group shall satisfy at least 
one (but not neesessarily the same one) 
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of the following criteria in order for a 
distress termination to occur: 

(1) Liquidation, This criterion is met 
if. as of the proposed termination date— 

(1) A person has filed or had filed 
against it a petition seeking liquidation 
in a case under title 11, United States 
Code, or under a similar law of a State 
or political subdivision of a State, or a 
case described in paragraph (d)(2) of 
this section has bwn converted to such 
a case; and 

(ii) The case has not been dismissed. 

(2) Reorganization. This criterion is 
met if— 

(i) As of the proposed termination 
date, a person has filed or had filed 
against it a petition seeking 
reorganization in a case under title 11. 
United States Code, or under a similar 
law of a state or a political subdivision 
of a state, or a case described in 
paragraph (d)(1) of this section has been 
converted to such a case; 

(ii) As of the proposed termination 
date, the case has not been dismissed; 

(iii) The person notifies the PBGC of 
any request to the bankruptcy court (or 
other appropriate court in a case under 
such similar law of a state or a political 
subdivision of a state) for approval of 
the plan termination by concurrently 
filing with the PBGC a copy of the 
motion requesting court approval, 
including any documents submitted in 
support of the request; and 

(iv) The bankruptcy court or other 
appropriate court determines that, 
unless the plan is terminated, such 
person will be unable to pay all its debts 
pursuant to a plan of reorganization and 
will be unable to continue in business 
outside the reorganization process and 
approves the plan termination. 

(3) Inability to continue in business. 
This criterion is met if a person 
demonstrates to the satisfaction of the 
PBGC that, unless a distress termination 
occurs, the person will be unable to pay 
its debts when due and to continue in 
business. 

(4) Unreasonably burdensome 
pension costs. This criterion is met if a 
person demonstrates to the satisfaction 
of the PBGC that the person’s costs of 
providing pension coverage have 
become unreasonably burdensome 
solely as a result of declining covered 
employment under all single-employer 
plans for which that person is a 
contributing sponsor. 

(e) Non'Ouplicative efforts. (1) If a 
person requests approval of the plan 
termination by a court, as described in 
paragraph (d)(2) of this section, the 
PBGC— 

(i) Will normally enter an appearance 
to request that the court make specific 
findings as to whether the sponsor or 


controlled group member meets the 
distress test in paragraph (d)(3) of this 
section, or state that it is unable to make 
such findings; 

(ii) Will provide the court with any 
information it has that may be germane 
to the court’s ruling; 

(iii) Will, if the person has requested, 
or later requests, a determination by the 
PBGC under paragraph (d)(3) of this 
section, defer action on the request until 
the court makes its determination; and 

(iv) Will be bound by a final and non- 
appealable order of the court. 

(2) If a person requests a 
determination by the PBGC under 
paragraph (d)(3) of this section, the 
PBGC determines that the distress 
criterion is not met, and the person 
thereafter requests approval of the plan 
termination by a court, as described in 
paragraph (d)(2) of this section, the 
PBGC will advise the court of its 
determination and make its 
administrative record available to the 
court. 

(0 Non-recognition of certain actions. 
If the PBGC finds that a person 
undertook any action or failed to act for 
the principal purpose of satisfying any 
of the criteria contained in paragraph (d) 
of this section, rather than for a 
reasonable business purpose, the PBGC 
shall disregard such act or failure to act 
in determining whether the person has 
satisfied any of those criteria. 

S 2616.4 Administration of plan during 
pendency of termination proceedings. 

(a) General rule. Except to the extent 
specifically prohibited by this section, 
during the pendency of termination 
proceedings the plan administrator shall 
continue to carry out the normal 
operations of the plan, such as putting 
participants into pay status, collecting 
contributions due the plan, and 
investing plan assets, in accordance 
wdth plan provisions and applicable law 
and regulations. 

(b) Prohibitions after issuing notice of 
intent to terminate. The plan 
administrator shall not mtike loans to 
plan participants beginning on the first 
day he or she issues a notice of intent 
to terminate, and from that date until a 
distribution is permitted pursuant to 

§ 2616.29, the plan administrator shall 
not— 

(1) Distribute plan assets pursuant to. 
or (except as required by this part) take 
any other actions to implement, the 
termination of the plan; 

(2) Pay benefits attributable to 
employer contributions, other than 
death benefits, in any form other than as 
an annuity; or 

(3) Purdiase irrevocable commitments 
to provide benefits from an insurer. 


(c) Limitation on benefit payments on 
or after proposed termination date. 
Beginning on the proposed termination 
date, the plan administrator shall reduce 
benefits to the level determined under 
part 2623 of this subchapter. For 
purposes of applying part 2623, the term 
‘’section 4041(a) date of termination” 
used therein shall be replaced by the 
term “proposed termination date.” 

(d) Failure to qualify for distress 
termination. In any case where the 
PBGC determines, pursuant to 

§ 2616.23(c) or § 2616.25(c)(1). that the 
requirements for a distress termination 
are not satisfied— 

(1) The prohibitions described in 
paragraph (b)(2)-(b)(4) of this section 
shall cease to apply— 

(1) Upon expiration of the period 
during which reconsideration maybe 
requested under §§ 2616.23(e) and 
2616,25(d) or. if earlier, at the time the 
plan administrator decides not to 
request reconsideration; or 

(ii) If reconsideration is requested, 
upon PBGC issuance of its decision on 
reconsideration. 

(2) Any benefits that were not paid 
pursuant to paragraph (c) of this section 
shall be due and payable as of the 
effective date of the PBGC's 
determination, together with interest 
from the date (or dates) on which the 
unpaid amounts were originally due 
until the date on which they are paid in 
full at the rate or rates prescribed under 
§ 2623.11(d) of this subchapter. 

(e) Effect of subsequent insufficiency. 
If the plan administrator makes a 
finding of subsequent insufficiency 
pursuant to § 2616.28(b), or the PEKX 
notifies the plan administrator that it 
has made a finding of subsequent 
insufficiency pursuant to § 2616.28(d), 
the prohibitions in paragraph (b) of this 
section shall apply in accordance with 
§ 2616.28(e). 


2616.5 Challenges to plan termination 
ider collective bargaining agreement 

(a) Suspension upon formal challenge 
) termination. (1) If the PBGC is 
Ivised, before issuance of a notice of 
lability to determine sufficiency or a 
istribution notice pursuant to 
2616.26(b) or (c). that a formal 
lallenge to the termination (as 
escribed in paragraph (b) of this 
action) has ^en initiated, the PBGC 

lall suspend the termination 

roceeding and shall so advise P ^ 
Iministrator in writing. If the PB^ is 
Ivised of such a challenge after the 
suance of such notice but before me 
irmination procedure is concluded 
ursuant to this part, the PBGC may 
ispend the termination proceeding 
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and, if it does, shall so advise the plan 
administrator in writing. 

(2) The following rules shall apply 
during a period of suspension beginning 
on the date of the PBGC*s written 
notification to the plan administrator 
and ending with the final resolution of 
the challenge to the termination: 

(i) The suspension shall stay the 
issuance by the PBGC of any notice of 
inability to determine sufficiency or 
distribution notice or, if any such notice 
was previously issued, shall stay its 
effectiveness; 

(ii) The plan administrator shall 
comply with the prohibitions in 
§2616.4; and 

(iii) The plan administrator shall file 
a distress termination notice with the 
PBGC in the manner and within the 
time specified in § 2616.24. 

(b) Forma] challenge to termination. 
For purposes of this section, a formal 
challenge to a plan termination 4 S 
initiated when any of the following 
actions is taken, asserting that the 
termination would violate the terms and 


conditions of an existing collective 
bargaining agreement: 

(1) The commencement of any 
procedure specified in the collective 
bargaining agreement for resolving 
disputes under the agreement; or 

(2) The commencement of any action 
before an arbitrator, administrative 
agency or board, or court under 
applicable labor-management relations 
law. 

(c) Resolution of challenge. 
Immediately upon the final resolution 
(as described in paragraph (d) of this 
section) of the formal challenge to the 
termination, the plan administrator 
shall notify the PBGC in writing of the 
outcome of the challenge, and shall 
provide the PBGC with a copy of the 
award or order, if any. If the validity of 
the proposed termination has been 
upheld, the plan administrator also 
shall advise the PBGC whether the plan 
administrator wishes to continue the 
proposed termination. 

(1) Challenge sustained. If the 
arbitrator, agency, board, or court has 
determined (or the parties have agreed) 
that the proposed termination violates 
an existing collective bargaining 
agreement, the PBGC shall dismiss the 
termination proceeding, all actions 
taken to effect the plan termination shall 
ue null and void, and the plan shall be 
an ongoing plan. In this event. 

^ 2616.4(d) shall apply as of the date of 
the dismissal by the PBGC. 

(2) Termination sustained. If the 
arbitrator, agency, board, or court has 
determined (or the parties have agreed) 
hat the proposed termination does not 
violate an existing collective bargaining 


agreement and the plan administrator 
wishes to proceed with the termination, 
the PBGC shall reactivate the 
termination proceeding by sending a 
written notice thereof to the plan 
administrator, and the following rules 
shall apply: 

(i) Tne termination proceeding shall 
continue from the point where it was 
suspended; 

(ii) All actions taken to effect the 
termination before the suspension shall 
be effective; 

(iii) The PBGC shall proceed to issue 
8 notice of inability to determine 
sufficiency or a distribution notice (or 
reactivate any such notice stayed under 
paragraph (a)(2)(i) of this section), either 
with or without first requesting updated 
information from the plan administrator 
pursuant to § 2616.24(c); 

|iv) Any time periods that were 
suspended shall resume running from 
the date of the PBGC’s notice of the 
reactivation of the proceeding; and 

(v) Any lime periods that had fewer 
than 15 days remaining shall be 
extended to the 15th day after the dale 
of the PBGC’s notice, or such later date 
as the PBGC may specify. 

(d) Final resolution of challenge.'For 
purposes of this section, a formal 
challenge to a proposed termination is 
finally resolved when— 

(1) The parties involved in the 
challenge enter into a settlement that 
resolves the challenge; 

(2) A final award, administrative 
decision, or court order is issued that is 
not subject to review or appeal; or 

(3) A final award, administrative 
decision, or court order is issued that is 
hot appealed, or review or enforcement 
of which is not sought, within the time 
for filing an appeal or requesting review 
or enforcement. 

(e) Involuntary termination by the 
PBGC. Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this section, the PBGC 
retains the authority in any case to 
initiate a plan termination in 
accordance with the provisions of 
section 4042 of the Act. 

S 2616.6 Annuity requirementa. 

(a) General rule. Except as provided in 
paragraphs (b) and (d) of this section, 
when a plan is closed out under 
§ 2616.29, any benefit that is payable as 
an annuity under the provisions of the 
plan must be provided in annuity form 
through the purchase from an insurer of 
a single premium, nonparticipating, 
nonsurrenderable annuity contract that 
constitutes an irrevocable commitment 
by the insurer to provide the benefits 
purchased. 

ft) Exceptions to annuity requirement. 
A benefit that is payable as an annuity 


under the provisions of a plan need not 
be provided in annuity form if the plan 
provides for an alternative form of 
distribution and either paragraph ft)(l) 
or ft)(2) of this section applies: 

(1) The participant is not in pay status 
as of the date of distribution, and the 
present value of the participant’s total 
benefit under the plan, including 
amounts previously distributed to the 
participant, is $3,500 or less, 
determined in accordance with sections 
411(a)(ll) and 417(e)(3) of the Code and 
the regulations thereunder. The date 
used for determining such interest rate 
or rates shall be— 

(1) The date set forth in the plan for 
such purpose, provided that the plan 
provision is in accord with section 
417(e)(3) of the Code and the regulations 
thereunder (substituting ’’date of 
distribution” for ’’annuity starting date” 
wherever used in the plan); or 

(ii) If the plan does not provide for 
such a date, the date of distribution. 

(2) The participant elected the 
alternative form of distribution in 
writing, with the written consent of his 
or her spouse, in accordance with the 
requirements of sections 401(a)(ll), 
411(a)(ll), and 417 of the Code and the 
regulations thereunder. 

Tc) Optional benefit forms. Except as 
permitted by sections 401{a)(ll), 
411(d)(6). and 417 of the Code and the 
regulations thereunder, an annuity 
contract purchased to satisfy the 
annuity requirement shall preserve all 
applicable benefit options provided 
under the plan as of the termination 
date. 

Id) Participating annuities. (1) 

General rule. Notwithstanding the 
requirement of paragraph (a) of this 
section that an annuity contract be 
nonparticipating, a participating 
annuity contract may be purchased to 
satisfy the annuity requirement if the 
plan is sufficient for all benefit 
liabilities and— 

(1) All benefit liabilities will be 
guaranteed under the annuity contract 
as the unconditional, irrevocable, and 
noncancellable obligation of the insurer; 

(ji) In no event, including unfavorable 
investment or acuiarial experience, can 
the amounts payable to participants 
under the annuity contract decrease 
except to correct mistakes; and 

(iii) As provided in paragraph (d)(2) of 
this section, no amount of residual 
assets to which participants are entitled 
will be used to pay for the participation 
feature. 

(2) Plans with residual assets. If ail or 
a portion of the residual assets of a plan 
will be distributed to participants— 

(0 The additional premium for the 
participation feature must be paid from 
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the contributing sponsor’s share, if any. 
of the residual assets or from assets of 
the contributing sponsor; and 

(ii) If the plan provided for mandatory 
employee contributions, the amount of 
residual assets must be determined 
using the price of the annuities for all 
benefit liabilities without the 
participation feature. 

§2616.7 Filing with the PBGC. 

(a) Date of filing. Any document 
required or permitted to be bled with 
the PBGC under this part shall be 
deemed filed on the date that it is 
received at the PBGC, providing it is 
received no later than 4:00 p.m. on a 
day other than Saturday, Sunday, or a 
Federal holiday. Documents received 
after 4:00 p.m. or on Saturday, Sunday, 
or a Federal holiday shall be deemed 
filed on the next regular business day. 

(b) How to file. Any document to be 
filed under this part may be delivered 
by mail or by hand to: Pension Benefit 
Guaranty Corporation, Case Operations 
and Compliance Department, Code 
45000, 2020 K Street. NW., Washington. 
DC 20006-1806. 

§ 2616.8 Computation of time. 

In computing any period of time 
prescribed or allowed by this part, the 
day of the act or event from which the 
designated period of time begins to run 
is not counted. The last day of the 
period so computed shall be included, 
unless it is a Saturday, Sunday, or 
Federal holiday, in which event the 
period runs until the end of the next day 
that is not a Saturday, Sunday, or 
Federal holiday. Notwithstanding the 
preceding sentence, a proposed 
termination date may be any day, 
including a Saturday, Sunday, or 
Federal holiday. 

§ 2616.9 Maintenance of plan records. 

Either the contributing sponsor or the 
plan administrator of a terminating plan 
that closes out in accordance with 
§ 2616.29 pursuant to a distribution 
notice issued under § 2616.26(c) shall 
maintain and preserve all records used 
to compute benefits with respect to each 
individual who is a plan participant or 
a beneficiary of a deceased participant 
as of the termination date in accordance 
with the following rules: 

(a) The records to be maintained and 
preserved are those used to compute the 
benefit for purposes of distribution to 
each individual in accordance with 
§ 2616.29 and include, but are not 
limited to, the plan documents and all 
underlying data, including worksheets 
prepared by or at the direction of the 
enrolled actuary, used in determining 
the amount, form, and value of benefits. 


(b) All records subject to this section 
shall be preserved for six years after the 
date the post-distribution certification 
required under § 2616.29(b) is filed with 
the PBGC. 

(c) The contributing sponsor or plan 
administrator, as appropriate, shall 
make records subject to this section 
available to the PBGC upon request for 
inspection and photocopying, and shall 
submit such records to ^e PBGC within 
30 days after receipt of the PBGC’s 
written request therefor (or such other 
period as may be specified in such 
written request). 

Subpart B—Distress Termination 
Process 

§2616.21 Purpose and scope. 

This subpart describes in detail the 
distress termination process. Sections 
2616.22 and 2616.24 prescribe the rules 
for the two statutory notices that plan 
administrators must issue in a distress 
termination. The first, the ‘‘notice of 
intent to terminate,” is issued to all 
affected parties to begin the termination 
process. The second. the“distress 
termination notice,” is issued only to 
the PBGC. Sections 2616.23, 2616.25, 
and 2616.26 cover the PBGC’s review of 
the proposed termination and the 
actions that the PBGC may take with 
respect to it. Sections 2616.27, 2616.28, 
and 2616.29 apply only to plans that are 
sufficient for at least guaranteed benefits 
and describe the actions the plan 
administrator must take to close out the 
plan. 

§ 2616.22 Notice of intent to terminate. 

(a) General rules. (1) At least 60 days 
and no more than 90 days before the 
proposed termination date, the plan 
administrator shall issue to each person 
who is (as of the proposed termination 
date) an affected party a written notice 
of intent to terminate. 

(2) The plan administrator shall issue 
the notice of intent to terminate to all 
affected parties other than the PBGC at 
or before the time he or she files the 
notice with the PBGC. 

(3) The notice to affected parlies other 
than the PBGC shall contain all of the 
information specified in paragraph (d) 
of this section. 

(4) The notice to the PBGC shall be 
filed on PBGC Form 600, Distress 
Termination. Notice of Intent to 
Terminate, completed in accordance 
with the instructions thereto. 

(b) Discovery of other affected parties. 
Notwithstanding the provisions of 
paragraphs (a)(1) and (a)(2) of this 
section, if the plan administrator 
discovers additional affected parties 
after the expiration of the time period 


specified in paragraphs (a)(1) or (a)(2) of 
this section, the failure to issue the 
notice of intent to terminate to such 
parties within the specified time periods 
will not cause the notice to be untimely 
under paragraph (a) of this section if the 
plan administrator could not reasonably 
have been expected to know of the 
additional affected parties and if he or 
she promptly issues the notice to each 
additional affected party. 

(c) Issuance. (1) Method. The plan 
administrator shall issue the notice of 
intent to terminate individually to each 
affected party. The notice to the PBGC 
shall be filed in accordance with 

§ 2616.7. The notice to each of the other 
affected parties shall be either hand 
delivered or delivered by first-class mail 
or courier service directed to the 
affected party’s last known address. 

(2) When issued. The notice of intent 
to terminate is deemed issued to the 
PBGC on the date on which it is filed 
and to any other affected party on the 
date on which it is handed to the 
affected party or deposited with a mail 
or courier service (as evidenced by a 
postmark or written receipt). 

(d) Contents of notice to affected 
parties other than the PBGC. The plan 
administrator shall include in the notice 
of intent to terminate to each affected 
party other than the PBGC all of the 
following information: 

(1) The name of the plan and of the 
contributing sponsor; 

(2) The employer identification 
number (“EIN”) of the contributing 
sponsor and the plan number (“PN”); if 
there is no EIN or PN. the notice shall 
so state; 

(3) The name, address, and telephone 
number of the person who may be 
contacted by an affected party with 
questions concerning the plan’s 
termination; 

(4) A statement that the plan 
administrator expects to terminate the 
plan in a distress termination on a 
specified proposed termination date. 

(5) A statement that benefit and 
service accruals will continue until the 
date of termination or. if applicable, that 
benefit accruals were or will be frozen 
as of a specific date in accordance with 
section 204(h) of the Act; 

(6) A statement of whether plan assets 
are sufficient to pay all guaranteed 
benefits or all benefit liabilities; 

(7) A brief description of what 
benefits are guaranteed by the PBGC 

(e g., if only a portion of the benefits are 
guaranteed because of the phase-in rule, 
this should be explained), and a 
statement that participants and 
beneficiaries also may receive a portion 
of the benefits to which each is entitled 
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under the terms of the plan in excess of 
guaranteed benefits; and 

(8) A statement, if applicable, that 
benefits may be subject to reduction 
because of the limitations on the 
amounts guaranteed by the PBGC or 
because plan assets are insufficient to 
pay for full benefits (pursuant to parts 
2621 and 2623 of this subchapter) and 
that payments in excess of the amount 
guaranteed by the PBGC may be 
recouped by the PBGC (pursuant to Part 
2623 of this subchapter), 

(e) Spin-off/termination transactions. 
In the case of a spin-off/termination 
transaction, the plan administrator shall 
provide all participants and 
beneficiaries in the original plan who 
are also participants or beneficiaries in 
the ongoing plan (as of the proposed 
termination date) with a notice 
describing the transaction no later than 
the date on which the plan 
administrator completes the issuance of 
notices of intent to terminate under this 
section. 

S 2616.23 PBGC review of notice of Intent 
to terminate. 

(a) General. When a notice of intent to 
terminate is filed with it, the PBGC— 

(1) Shall determine whether the 
notice was issued in compliance with 
§2616.22; and 

(2) Shall advise the plan administrator 
of its determination, in accordance with 
paragraph (b) or (c) of this section, no 
later than the proposed termination date 
specified in the notice. 

(b) Tentative finding of compliance. If 
the PBGC determines that the issuance 
of the notice of intent to terminate 
appears to be in compliance with 

§ 2616.22, it shall notify the plan 
administrator in writing that— 

(1) The PBGC has made a tentative 
determination of compliance; 

(2) The distress termination 
proceeding may continue; and 

(3) After reviewing the distress 
termination notice filed pursuant to 

§ 2616.24. the PBGC will make final, or 
reverse, this tentative determination. 

DDo of noncompUance. If the 

l^GC determines that the issuance of 
the notice of intent to terminate was not 
in compliance with § 2616.22 (except 
for requirements that the PBGC elects to 
waive under § 2616.3(c)(2) with respect 
to the notice filed with the PBGC), the 
j • ®lf®ll notify the plan 
administrator in writing— 

♦K ^ k PBGC has determined 

mat the notice of intent to terminate was 

Properly issued; and 
(2j That the proposed distress 
termination is null and void and the 
^ ^^'Solng plan. 

W information on need to institute 
^ecfjon 4042 proceedings. The PBGC 


may require the plan administrator to 
submit, within 20 days after the plan 
administrator’s receipt of the PBGC’s 
written request (or such other period as 
may be specified in such written 
request), any information that the PBGC 
determines it needs in order to decide 
whether to institute termination or 
trusteeship proceedings pursuant to 
section 4042 of the Act, whenever— 

(1) A notice of intent to terminate 
indicates that benefits currently in pay 
status (or that should be in pay status) 
are not being paid or that this is likely 
to occur within the ISO-day period 
following the issuance of the notice of 
intent to terminate; 

(2) The PBGC issues a determination 
under paragraph (c) of this section; or 

(3) The PBGC has any reason to 
believe that it may be necessary or 
appropriate to institute proceedings 
under section 4042 of the Act. 

(e) Reconsideration of finding of 
noncompliance. A plan administrator 
may request reconsideration of the 
PBGC’s determination of 
noncompliance under paragraph (c) of 
this section in accordance with the rules 
prescribed in subpart C of part 2606 of 
this chapter. Any request for 
reconsideration automatically stays the 
effectiveness of the determination until 
the PBGC issues its decision on 
reconsideration, but does not stay the 
time period within which information 
must be submitted to the PBGC in 
response to a request under paragraph 
(d) of this section. 

(f) Notice to affected parties. Upon a 
decision by the PBCX^ affirming a 
finding of noncompliance or upon the 
expiration of the period within which 
the plan administrator may request 
reconsideration of a finding of 
noncompliance (or, if earlier, upon the 
plan administrator’s decision not to 
request reconsideration), the plan 
administrator shall notify the affected 
parties (and any persons who were 
provided notice under § 2616.22(e)) in 
writing that the plan is not going to 
terminate or, if applicable, Oiat the 
termination is invalid but that a new 
notice of intent to terminate is being 
issued. The notice required by this 
paragraph shall be provided in the 
manner described in § 2617.27(d)(2). 

S 2616.24 Distress termination notice. 

(a) General rule. The plan 
administrator shall file with the PBGC a 
PBC^ Fom 601, Distress Termination 
Notice, Single^Employer Plan 
Termination, with Schedule EA-D, 
Distress Termination Enrolled Actuary 
Certification, that has been completed in 
accordance with the instructions 


thereto, on or before the 120th day after 
the proposed termination date, 

(b) Participant and benefit 
information. (1) Plan insufficient for 
guaranteed benefits. Unless the enrolled 
actua^ certifies, in the Schedule EA-D 
filed in accordance with paragraph (a) of 
this section, that the plan is sufficient 
either for guaranteed benefits or for 
benefit liabilities, the plan administrator 
shall file with the PBGC the participant 
and benefit information described in 
PBGC Form 601 and the instructions 
thereto by the later of— 

(1) 120 days after the proposed 
termination date, or 

(ii) 30 days after receipt of the PBGC’s 
determination, pursuant to § 2616.25(b), 
that the requirements for a distress 
termination have been satisfied. 

(2) Plan sufficient for guaranteed 
benefits or benefit liabilities. If the 
enrolled actuary certifies that the plan is 
sufficient either for guaranteed benefits 
or for benefit liabilities, the plan 
administrator need not submit the 
participant and benefit information 
described in PBGC Form 601 and the 
instructions thereto unless requested to 
do so pursuant to paragraph (c) of this 
section. 

(3) Effect of failure to provide 
information. The PBGC may void the 
distress termination if the plan 
administrator fails to provide complete 
participant and benefit information in 
accordance with this section. 

(c) Additional information. The PBGC 
may in any case require the submission 
of any additional information that it 
needs to make the determinations that it 
is required to make under this part or 

to pay benefits pursuant to section 4061 
or 4022(c) of the Act. The plan 
administrator shall submit any 
information requested under this 
paragraph within 30 days after receiving 
the PBGC's written request (or such 
other period as may be specified in such 
written request). 

§ 2616.25 PBGC determination of 
compliance with requirements for dlatrets 
termination. 

(a) General. Based on the information 
contained and submitted with the PBGC 
Form 600 and the PBGC Form 601, with 
Schedule EA—D, and on any information 
submitted by an affected party or 
otherwise obtained by the PBGC, the 
PBGC shall determine whether the 
requirements for a distress termination 
set forth in § 2616.3(b) have been met 
and shall notify the plan administrator 
in writing of its determination, in 
accordance with paragraph (b) or (c) of 
this section. 

(b) Qualifying termination. If the 
PBGC determines that all of the 
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requirements of § 2616.3(b) have been 
satisHed, it shall so advise the plan 
administrator and shall also advise the 
plan administrator of whether 
participant and benefit information 
must be submitted in accordance with 
§ 2616.24(b). 

(c) Non-qualifying termination, (1) 
Except as provided in paragraph (c)(2) 
of this section»if the PBGC determines 
that any of the requirements of 

§ 2616.3(b) have not been met, it shall 
notify the plan administrator of its 
determination, the basis therefor, and 
the effect thereof (as provided in 
§ 2616.3(c)). 

(2) If the only basis for the PBGC’s 
determination described in paragraph 
(c)(1) of this section is that the distress 
termination aotice is incomplete, the 
PBGC shall advise the plan 
administrator of the missing item(s) of 
information and that the information 
must be filed with the PBGC no later 
than the 120th day after the proposed 
termination date or the 30th day after 
the date of the PBGC’s notice of its 
determination, whichever is later. 

(d) Reconsideration of determination 
of non-qualification. A plan 
administrator may request 
reconsideration of the PBGC’s 
determination under paragraph (c)(1) of 
this section in accordance with the rules 
prescribed in subpart C of part 2606 of 
this chapter. The ft ling of a request for 
reconsideration automatically stays the 
effectiveness of the determination until 
the PBGC issues its decision on 
reconsideration. 

(e) Notice to affected parties. Upon a 
decision by the PBGC affirming a 
determination of non-qualiftcation or 
upon the expiration of the period within 
which the plan administrator may 
request reconsideration of a 
determination of non-qualiftcation (or. if 
earlier, upon the plan administrator’s 
decision not to request reconsideration), 
the plan administrator shall notify the 
affected parties (and any persons who 
were provided notice under 

§ 2616.22(e)) in w'riting that the plan is 
not going to terminate or, if applicable, 
that the termination is invalid but that 
a new notice of intent to terminate is 
being issued. The notice required by 
this paragraph shall be provided in the 
manner described in § 2617.27(d)(2). 

§2616.26 PBGC determination of plan 
sufffciency/insufficlency. 

(a) General. Upon receipt of 
participant and benefit information filed 
pursuant to § 2616.24 (b)(1) or (c). the 
PBGC shall determine the degree to 
which the plan is sufficient and notify 
the plan administrator in writing of its 


determination in accordance with 
paragraph (b) or (c) of this section. 

(b) Insufficiency for guaranteed 
benefits. If the PBGC ftnds that it is 
unable to determine that a plan is 
sufficient for guaranteed beneftts, it 
shall issue a ‘‘notice of inability to 
determine sufficiency” notifying the 
plan administrator of this ftnding and 
advising the plan administrator that— 

(1) The plan administrator shall 
continue to administer the plan under 
the restrictions imposed by § 2616.4; 
and 

(2) The termination shall be 
completed under section 4042 of the 
Act. 

(c) Sufficiency for guaranteed benefits 
or benefit liabilities. If the PBGC 
determines that a plan is sufficient for 
guaranteed beneftts but not for beneftt 
liabilities or is sufficient for benefit 
liabilities, the PBGC shall issue to the 
plan administrator a distribution notice 
advising the plan administrator— 

(1) To issue notices of beneftt 
distribution in accordance with 
§2616.27; 

(2) To close out the plan in 
accordance with § 2616.29; 

(3) To file a timely post-distribution 
certification with the PBGC in 
accordance with § 2616.29(b); and 

(4) That either the plan administrator 
or the contributing sponsor must 
preserve and maintain plan records in 
accordance with § 2616.9. 

§ 2616.27 Notices of benefit distribution. 

(a) General rules. When a distribution 
notice is issued by the PBGC pursuant 
to § 2616.26(c), the plan administrator 
shall— 

(1) No later than 60 days after 
receiving the distribution notice, issue a 
notice of benefit distribution in 
accordance with the rules described in 
paragraphs (c) and (d) of this section to 
each person (other than any employee 
organization or the PBGC) who is an 
affected party as of the termination date 
(and, in the case of a spin-off/ 
termination transaction, each person 
who is, as of the termination date, a 
participant in the original plan and 
covered by the ongoing plan); and 

(2) No later than 15 days after the date 
on which the plan administrator 
completes the issuance of the notices of 
benefit distribution, file with the PBGC 
a certification that the notices were so 
issued in accordance with the 
reouirements of this section. 

(b) Discovery of other affected parties. 
Notwithstanding the provisions of 
paragraph (a) of this section, if the plan 
administrator discovers additional 
persons entitled to a notice of benefit 
distribution after the expiration of the 


time period specified in paragraph (a)( 1 ) 
of this section, the failure to issue the 
notices of benefit distribution to such 
persons within the specified time period 
will not cause such notices to be 
untimely under paragraph (a) of this 
section if the plan administrator could 
not reasonably have been expected to 
know of the additional persons and if ha 
or she promptly issues, to each such 
additional person, a notice of benefit 
distribution in the form and containing 
the information specified in paragraDh 
(d) of this section. 

(c) Issuance. (1) Method. The plan 
administrator shall issue a notice of 
benefit distribution individually to each 
person, either by hand-delivery orhy 
first-class mail or courier service 
directed to the person’s last known 
address. 

(2) When issued. A notice of benefit 
distribution is deemed issued to each 
person on the date it is handed to the 
person or deposited with a mail or 
courier service (as evidenced by a 
postmark or written receipt). 

(d) Form and content of notices. The 
plan administrator shall provide notices 
of benefit distribution in the form 
described in § 2617.24(a) and (b) of this 
subchapter and shall include in each— 

(1) The information described in 
§ 2617.24(c) of this subchapter; 

(2) The information described in 
§ 2617.24(d). (e). or (f) of this 
subchapter, as applicable (replacing the 
term ‘‘plan benefits” with ‘‘Title IV 
benefits” and ‘‘proposed termination 
date” with ‘‘termination date”. 

(3) A statement that, after plan assets 
have been distributed to provide all of 
the Title IV benefits payable with 
respect to a participant or a beneficiary 
of a deceased participant, either by the 
purchase of an irrevocable commitment 
or commitments from an insurer to 
provide benefits or by an alternative 
form of distribution provided for under 
the plan, the PBGC’s guarantee with 
respect to that participant’s or 
beneficiary’s benefit ends; and 

(4) If distribution of benefits under the 
plan may be wholly or partially by the 
purchase of irrevocable commitments 
from an insurer— 

(i) The name and address of the 
insurer or insurers from whom the plan 
administrator intends to purchase the 
irrevocable commitments; or 

(ii) If the plan administrator has not 
identified an insurer or insurers at tha 
time the notice of distribution is issued, 
a statement that the affected party to 
whom the notice is directed will be 
notified of the name and address of the 
insurer or insurers from whom acuities 
may be purchased at a later date (but no 
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later than 45 days before the date of 
distribution). 

(e) Supplemental notice requirements. 
(1) The plan administrator shall issue a 
supplemental notice (or notices) of 
distribution to each person in 
accordance with the rules in paragraph 
(e)(2) of this section if— 

(1) The plan administrator has not yet 
identiBod an insurer or insurers at the 
time the notice of distribution is issued; 
or 

(ii) The plan administrator included 
in the notice of distribution the name or 
names of the insurer or insurers from 
whom he or she intends to purchase the 
irrevocable commitments, but 
subsequently decides to select a 
different insurer. 

(2) The plan administrator shall issue 
each supplemental notice in the manner 
provided in paragraphs (b) and (c) of 
this section no later than 45 days before 
the date of distribution and shall 
include the name and address of the 
insurer or insurers from whom, or (if not 
then known) the insurers from among 
whom, the plan administrator intends to 
purchase the irrevocable commitments. 


S 2616.28 Verificatk>n of plan aufficiency 
prior to closeout 

(a) General rule. Before distributing 
plan assets pursuant to a closeout under 
§2616.29, the plan administrator shall 
verify whether the plan’s assets are still 
sufficient to provide for benefits at the 
level determined by the PBGC, i.e., 
guaranteed benefits or benefit liabilities. 
If the plan administrator finds that the 
plan is no longer able to provide for 
benefits at the level determined by the 
PB(^. then paragraph (b) or (c) of this 
section, as appropriate, shall apply. 

(b) Subsequent insufficiency for 
guaranteed benefits. When a plan 
administrator finds that a plan is no 
longer sufficient for guaranteed benefits, 
the plan administrator shall promptly 
notify the PBGC in writing of that fact 
and shall take no further action to 
implement the plan termination, 
pending the PBGC’s determination and 
notice pursuant to paragraph (b)(1) or 
(d)(2 ) of this section. 

(1) PBGC concurrence with finding. If 
the PBGC concurs with the plan 
administrator’s finding, the distribution 
notice shall be void, and the PBGC 
shall— 


(0 Issue the plan administrator a 
notice of inability to determine 
sufficiency in accordance with 
§ 2616.26(b); and 

(ii) Require the plan administrator to 
suDmit a new valuation, certified to by 
an enrolled actuary, of the benefit 
abilities and guaranteed benefits under 
plan, valued in accordance with part 


2619, subpart C, of this subchapter as of 
the date of the plan administrator’s 
notice to the PBGC. 

(2) PBGC non-concurrence with 
finding. If the PBGC does not concur 
with the plan administrator’s finding, it 
shall so notify the plan administrator in 
writing, and the distribution notice shall 
remain in effect. 

(c) Subsequent insufficiency for 
benefit liabilities. When a plan 
administrator finds that a plan is 
sufficient for guaranteed benefits but is 
no longer sufficient for benefit 
liabilities, the plan administrator shall 
immediately notify the PBGC in writing 
of this fact, but shall continue with the 
distribution of assets in accordance with 
§2616.29. 

(d) Finding by PBGC of subsequent 
insufficiency. In any case in which the 
PBGC finds on its own initiative that a 
subsequent insufficiency for guaranteed 
benefits has occurred, paragraph (b)(1) 
of this section shall apply, except that 
the guaranteed benefits shall be 
revalued as of the date of the PBGC’s 
finding. 

(e) Restrictions upon finding of 
subsequent insufficiency. When the plan 
administrator makes the finding 
described in paragraph (b) of this 
section or receives notice that the PBGC 
has made the finding described in 
paragraph (d) of this section, the plan 
administrator shall (except to the extent 
the PBGC otherwise directs) be subject 
to the prohibitions in § 2616.4(b). 

§ 2616.29 Closeout of plan. 

(a) General rules. (1) Distribution. If a 
plan administrator receives a 
distribution notice from the PBGC 
pursuant to § 2616.26(c) and neither the 
plan administrator nor the PBGC makes 
the finding described in § 2616 . 28 ( 13 ) or 
(d), the plan administrator shall 
distribute plan assets in accordance 
with §§ 2616.6 and 2617.28(c), (e) and 
(0 of this subchapter no earlier than the 
61st day and no later than the 180th day 
following the day on which the plan 
administrator completes the issuance of 
the notices of benefit distribution 
pursuant to § 2616.27(a). For purposes 
of applying § 2617.28(e)(l)(i), the phrase 
“the date that the plan administrator 
files the standard termination notice 
with the PBGC’’ shall he replaced by 
“the date that the plan administrator 
completes issuance of the notices of 
benefit distribution.’’ 

(2) Notice of annuity contract. If any 
of the plan’s benefit liabilities payable 
to a participant or beneficiary have been 
distributed through the purchase of 
irrevocable commitments, the plan 
administrator shall provide such 
participant or beneficiary with a notice. 


contract, or certificate in accordance 
with §2617.28(g). 

(b) Post-distribution certification. 
Within 30 days after the completion of 
the distribution of plan assets in 
accordance with paragraph (a)(1) of this 
section, the plan administrator shall file 
with the PBGC a PBGC Form 602, Post- 
Distribution Certification for Distress 
Terminations, that has been completed 
in accordance with the instructions 
thereto. 

PART 2617—STANDARD 
TERMINATIONS OF SINGLE¬ 
EMPLOYER PLANS 

Subpart A—General Provisions 

Sec. 

2617.1 Purpose and scope. 

2617.2 Definitions. 

2617.3 Requirements for a standard 
termination. 

2617.4 Administration of plan during 
pendency of termination proceedings. 

2617.5 Challenges to plan termination 
under collective bargaining agreement. 

2617 6 Annuity requirements. 

2617.7 Facilitating plan sufficiency. 

2617 8 Filing with the PBGC. 

2617.9 Computation of time, 

2617.10 Maintenance of plan records. 

Subpart B—Standard Termination Process 

2617.21 PurpKise and scope. 

2617‘22 Notice of intent to terminate. 

2617.23 Issuance of notices of plan benefits 

2617.24 Form and contents of notices of 
plan benefits. 

2617.25 Standard termination notice. 

2617.26 PBCX^ action upon filing of 
standard termination notice. 

2617.27 Notice of noncompliance. 

2617.28 Closeout of plan. 

Appendix to Part 2617—Agreement for 
Commitment to Make Plan Sufficient for 
Benefit Liabilities 

Authority: 29 U.S.C. 1302(b)(3), 1341, and 
1344. 

Subpart A—General Provisions 

§ 2617.1 Purpose and scope. 

(a) Purpose. This part sets forth the 
rules and procedures for terminating a 
single-employer pension plan in a 
standard termination under the 
Employee Retirement Income Security 
Act of 1974, as amended. Under the Act, 
a single-employer plan may be 
voluntarily terminated only in a 
“standard” ora “distress” termination, 
and then only if the termination satisfies 
the statutory^ requirements for the type 
of termination sought. This part 
combines previous PBGC regulations in 
29 CFR Parts 2616 and 2617, with 
appropriate changes in the rules for 
standard terminations. (The rules for 
distress terminations are included in 
Part 2616 of this subchapter.) Subpart A 
of this part contains the various general 
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rules and requirements relating to 
standard terminations. Subparl B sets 
forth the specific steps that a plan 
administrator must follow in order to 
terminate a plan in a standard 
termination. 

(b) Scope, This part applies to the 
termination of any single-employer plan 
covered under section 4021(a) of the Act 
and not excluded by section 4021(b) for 
which a notice of intent to terminate in 
a standard termination is issued on or 
after January 28.1993. 

§2617.2 Definitions. 

For purposes of this part: 

Act means the Employee Retirement 
Income Security Act of 1974. as 
amended. 

Affected party means, with respect to 
a terminating plan— 

(1) Each participant; 

(2) Each beneficiary of a deceased 
participant; 

(3) Each alternate payee under an 
applicable qualified domestic relations 
order, as defined in sections 206(d)(3) of 
the Act; 

(4) Each employee organization that 
currently represents any group of 
participants; and 

(5) For any group of participants not 
currently represented by an employee 
organization, the employee 
organization, if any, that last 
represented such group of participants 
within the 5-year period preceding 
issuance of the notice of intent to 
terminate. 

In connection with any notice 
required under this part, if an affected 
party has designated in writing another 
person to receive the notice, any 
reference to the affected party shall be 
deemed to refer to the designated 
person. 

Benefit liabilities means the benefits 
of participants and their beneficiaries 
under the plan (within the meaning of 
section 401(a)(2) of the Code). 

Code means the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986, as amended. 

Contributing sponsor means the 
person entitled to receive a deduction 
under section 404(a) of the Code (or that 
would be entitled to receive a deduction 
except for the limitations in section 
404(a)) for contributions required to be 
made to a plan under section 302 of the 
Act and section 412 of the Code. 

Controlled group means, in 
connection with any person, a group 
consisting of such person and all other 
persons imder common control with 
such person, determined in accordance 
with 29 CFR Part 2612. 

Date of distribution means— 

(1) For benefits provided through the 
purchase of irrevocable commitments. 


the date on which the obligation to 
provide the benefits passes from the 
plan to the insurer; and 

(2) For benefits provided other than 
through the purchase of irrevocable 
commitments, the date on which full 
plan benefits are delivered to the 
participant or beneficiary (or to another 
plan or benefit arrangement or other 
recipient authorized by the participant 
or beneficiary in accordance with 
applicable law and regulations) 
personally or by deposit with a mail or 
courier service (as evidenced by a 
postmark or written receipt). 

Existing collective bargaining 
agreement means a collective bargaining 
agreement that— 

(1) By its terms, either has not expired 
or is extended beyond its stated 
expiration date b^ause neither of the 
collective bargaining parties took the 
required action to terminate it. and 

(2) Has not been made inoperative by 
judicial ruling. When a collective 
bargaining agreement no longer meets 
these conditions, it ceases to be an 
“existing collective bargaining 
agreement.** whether or not any or all of 
its terms continue to apply by operation 
of law. 

Insurer means a company authorized 
to do business as an insurance carrier 
under the laws of a state or the District 
of Columbia. 

Irrevocable commitment means an 
obligation by an insurer to pay benefits 
to a named participant or surviving 
beneficiary, if the obligation cannot be 
cancelled under the terms of the 
insurance contract (except for fraud or 
mistake) without the consent of the 
participant or beneficiary and is legally 
enforceable by the participant or 
beneficiary. 

Majority owner means, with respect to 
a contributing sponsor of a single¬ 
employer plan, an individual who 
owns, directly or indirectly, 50 percent 
or more of— 

(1) An unincorporated trade or 
business. 

(2) The capital interest or the profits 
interest in a partnership, or 

(3) Either ^e voting stock of a 
corporation or the value of all of the 
stock of a corporation. For this purpose, 
the constructive ownership rules of 
section 414(b) and (c) of the Code shall 
apply. 

Mandatory employee contributions 
means amounts contributed to the plan 
by a pcuticipant that are required as a 
condition of employment, as a condition 
of participation in the plan, or as a 
condition of obtaining benefits under 
the plan attributable to employer 
contributions. 


Notice of intent to terminate means 
the notice to affected parties advising 
each of a proposed plan termination as 
required by section 4041(a)(2) of the Act 
and §2617.22 of this part. 

Notice of noncompliance means a 
notice issued to a plan administrator by 
the PBGC pursuant to section 
4041(b)(2)(C) of the Act and § 2617.27 of 
this part advising the plan administrator 
that the i^uirements for a standard 
termination have not been satisfied and 
that the plan is an ongoing plan. 

Notice of plan benefits means the 
notice to each participant and 
beneficiary required by section 
4041(b)(2)(B) of the Act and § 2617.23 
and 2617.24 of this part describing his 
or her plan benefits. 

Participant means— 

(1) Any individual who is currently in 
employment covered by the plan and 
who is earning or retaining credited 
service under the plan, including any 
individual who is considered covered 
under the plan for purposes of meeting 
the minimum participation 
requirements but who, because of offset 
or similar provisions, does not have any 
accrued benefits; 

(2) Any nonvested individual who is 
not currently in employment covered by 
the plan but who is earning or retaining 
credited service under the plan; and 

(3) Any individual who is retired or 
separated from employment covered by 
the plan and who is receiving benefits 
under the plan or is entitled to begin 
receiving ^nefits under the plan in the 
future, excluding any such individual to 
whom an insurer has made an 
irrevocable commitment to pay all the 
benefits to which the individual is 
entitled under the plan. 

PBGC means the Pension Benefit 
Guaranty Corporation. 

Person means an individual, 
partnership, joint venture, corporation, 
mutual company, joint-stock company, 
trust, estate, unincorporated 
organization, association, or employee 
organization. 

Plan benefits means the benefits to 
which of a participant is, or may 
become, entitled under the plan’s 
provisions in effect as of the termination 
date, based on the participant’s accrued 
benefit under the plan as of that date. 
Each participant’s “plan benefits’ 
equals that participant’s “benefit 
liabilities,** and the sum of all “plan 
benefits** equals the plan’s “benefit 

liabilities.** . .. 

Proposed distribution date means Uie 
date chosen by the plan administrator as 
the tentative date for the distribution o 
plan assets pursuant to a stanctod 
termination. A proposed distribution 
date may not be earlier than the 6lst 
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day, nor later than the 240th day, 
following the day on which the plan 
administrator files a standard 
termination notice with the PBGC. 

Proposed termination date means the 
date specified as such by the plan 
administrator in the notice of intent to 
terminate or, if later, in the standard 
termination notice. If a plan terminates 
in a standard termination, this date 
becomes the '^termination date." A 
proposed termination date may not be 
earlier than the 60th day, nor later than 
the 90th day, after the issuance of the 
notice of intent to terminate. 

Residual assets n^ans the plan assets 
remaining after all benefit liabilities and 
other lial^lities of the plan have been 
satished. 

Single-emphyer plan means any 
delink beneht plan (as defined in 
section 3(35) of the Act) that is not a 
multiemployer plan (as defined in 
section 4001(a)(3) of the Act). 

Spin-off/termination means a splitting 
of a single defined benefit plan into two 
or more plans, in conjunction with the 
termination of one or more of the plans, 
resulting in a reversion of residual 
assets to the employer. 

Standard termination means the 
voluntary termination, in accordance 
with section 4041(b) of the Act and this 
part, of a single^mployer plan that is 
able to provide for ail its benefit 
liabilities when plan assets are 
distributed. 

Standard termination notice means 
the notice filed with the PBGC pursuant 
to section 4041(b)(2)(A) of the Act and 
§ 2617.25 of this part advising the PBGC 
of a proposed standard termination. 
PBGC Form 500 (including Schedule 
EA-S) is the standard termination 
notice. 


S 2617.3 Requirements for s standard 
termination. 


[o] Exclusive means of voluntary plan 
termination. Unless all the requirements 
for a distress termination set forth in 
s^ion 4041(c) of the Act and Part 2616 
of this subchapter are satisBed, a plan 
may be voluntarily terminated by the 
plan administrator only if all of the 
requirements for a standard termination 
set forth in paragraph (b) of this section 
are satisfied. 

(b) nequirements. A plan may be 
terminated in a standard termination 
only if— 


(1) The plan administrator issues a 
notice of intent to terminate to each 
anected party in accordance with 

than 90 days before the proposed 
termination date; 

administrator files a 
standard termination notice with the 


PBGC in accordance with § 2617.25 no 
later than 120 days after the proposed 
termination date; 

(3) The plan administrator issues 
notices of plan benefits to plan 
participants and beneficiaries in 
accordance with §§ 2617.23 and 2617.24 
no later than the date that the standard 
termination notice is filed with the 
PBGC; 

(4) The PBGC does not issue a notice 
of noncompliance to the plan 
administrator pursuant to § 2617.27; and 

(5) The plan administrator distributes 
plan assets in accordance with 

§ 2617.28(c) within the 180-day (or 
extended) distribution period under 
§ 2617.28 (a), (e), and (f). in satisfaction 
of all benefit liabilities under the plan. 

(c) Effect of failure to satisfy 
requirements. If the plan administrator 
does not satisfy all of the requirements 
of paragraph (b) of this section, any 
action taken to effect the plan 
termination shall be null and void, and 
the plan shall be an ongoing plan. A 
plan administrator who still desires to 
terminate the plan shall initiate the 
termination process again, starting with 
the issuance of a new notice of intent to 
terminate. 

§2617.4 Administration of plan during 
pendancy of termination proceedings. 

(a) General rule. Except to the extent 
specifically prohibited by this section, 
during the pendency of termination 
proceedings the plan administrator shall 
continue to carry out the normal 
operations of the plan, such as putting 
participants into pay status, collecting 
contributions due the plan, investing 
plan assets, and making loans to 
qualified participants, in accordance 
with plan provisions and applicable law 
and regulations. 

(b) Pirohibitions after issuance of 
notice of intent to terminate. Except as 
provided in paragraph (c) of this 
section, during the period beginning on 
the first day the plan administrator 
issues a notice of intent to terminate and 
ending on the last day of the PBGC's 60- 
day (or extended) review period, as 
described in § 2617.26(a), the plan 
administrator shall not— 

(1) Distribute plan assets pursuant to 
or in furtherance of the termination of 
the plan; 

(2) Pay benefits attributable to 
employer contributions, other than 
death benefits, in any form other than as 
an annuity; or 

(3) Purchase irrevocable commitments 
to nrovide benefits from an insurer. 

(c) Exceptions. During the period set 
forth in paragraph (b) of this section, the 
plan administrator may pay benefits 
attributable to employer contributions 


either through the purchase of 
irrevocable commitments from an 
insurer or in a form other than an 
annuity if— 

(1) The participant has separated from 
active employment; 

(2) The distribution is consistent with 
prior plan practice; and 

(3) The distribution is not reasonably 
expected to jeopardize the plan's 
sufficiency for benefit liabilities. 

(d) Effect of notice of noncompliance. 
If the PBGC issues a notice of 
noncompiiance pursuant to § 2617.27, 
the prohibitions described in paragraphs 
(b)(2) and (b)(3) of this section shall 
cease to apply— 

(1) Upon expiration of the period 
during which reconsideration may be 
requested under § 2617.271c) or, if 
earlier, at the time the plan 
administrator decides not to request 
reconsideration; or 

(2) If reconsideration is requested, 
upon PBGC issuance of its decision on 
reconsideration. 

§ 2617.5 Chaliangea to plan termination 
under coKective bargaining agreement 

(a) Suspension upon formal challenge 
to termination. (1) If the PBGC is 
advised, before the 60-day (or extended) 
period specified in § 2617.26 ends, that 
a formal challenge to the plan 
termination (as described in paragraph 
(b) of this section) has been initiated, 
the PBGC shall suspend the termination 
proceeding and shall so advise the plan 
administrator in writing. If the PBGC is 
advised of such a challenge after the 60- 
day (or extended) period specified in 

§ 2617.26 ends but before the 
termination procedure is concluded 
pursuant to this part, the PBGC may 
suspend the termination proceeding 
and, if it does, shall so advise the plan 
administrator in writing. 

(2) The following rules shall apply 
during a period of suspension pursuant 
to paragraph (a) of this section 
beginning on the date of the PBGC's 
written notification to the plan 
administrator and ending with the final 
resolution of the challenge to the 
termination; 

(i) The running of all time periods 
specified in the Act or this part relevant 
to the termination shall be suspended; 
and 

(ii) The plan administrator shall 
comply with the prohibitions in 
§2617.4. 

(b) Formal challenge to termination. 
For purposes of this section, a formal 
challenge to a plan termination is 
initiated when any of the following 
actions is taken, asserting that the 
termination would violate the terms and 
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conditions of an existing collective 
bargaining agreement: 

(1) The commencement of any 
procedure specified in the collective 
bargaining agreement for resolving 
disputes under the agreement; or 

(2) The commencement of any action 
before an arbitrator, administrative 
agency or board, or court under 
applicable labor-management relations 
law. 

(c) Resolution of challenge. 
Immediately upon the final resolution 
(as described in paragraph (d) of this 
section) of the formal challenge to the 
termination, the plan administrator 
shall notify the PBGC in writing of the 
outcome of the challenge, and shall 
provide the PBGC with a copy of the 
award or order, if any. If the validity of 
the proposed termination has been 
upheld, the plan administrator also 
shall advise the PBGC whether the plan 
administrator wishes to continue the 
proposed termination. 

(1 j Challenge sustained. If the 
arbitrator, agency, board, or court has 
determined (or the parties have agreed) 
that the proposed termination violates 
an existing collective bargaining 
agreement, the PBGC shall dismiss the 
termination proceeding, all actions 
taken to effect the plan termination shall 
be null and void, and the plan shall be 
an ongoing plan. 

(2) Termination sustained. If the 
arbitrator, agency, board, or court has 
determined (or the parties have agreed) 
that the proposed termination does not 
violate an existing collective bargaining 
agreement and the plan administrator 
wishes to proceed with the termination, 
the PBGC shall reactivate the 
termination proceeding by sending a 
wTitten notice thereof to the plan 
administrator, and the following rules 
shall apply; 

(i) Tne termination proceeding shall 
continue from the point where it was 
suspended; 

(ii) All actions taken to effect the 
termination before the suspension shall 
be effective; 

(iii) Any time periods that were 
suspended shall resume running from 
the date of the PBGC*s notice of the 
reactivation of the proceeding; and 

(iv) Any time periods that had fewer 
than 15 days remaining shall be 
extended to the 15th day after the date 
of the PBGC’s notice, or such later date 
as the PBGC may specify. 

(d) Final resolution of challenge. For 
purposes of this section, a formal 
challenge to a proposed termination is 
finally resolved when— 

(1) The parties involved in the 
challenge enter into a settlement that 
resolves the challenge; 


(2) A final award, administrative 
decision, or court order is issued that is 
not subject to review or appeal; or 

(3) A final award, administrative 
decision, or court order is issued that is 
not appealed, or review or enforcement 
of which is not sought, within the time 
for filing an appeal or requesting review 
or enforcement. 

(e) Involuntary termination by the 
PBGC. Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this section, the PBGC 
retains the authority in any case to 
initiate a plan termination in 
accordance with the provisions of 
section 4042 of the Act. 

§2617.6 Annuity requirements. 

(a) General rule. Except as provided in 
paragraphs (b) and (d) of this section, 
when a plan is closed out under 

§ 2617.28, any benefit that is payable as 
an annuity under the provisions of the 
plan must be provided in annuity form 
through the purchase from an insurer of 
a single premium, nonparticipating, 
nonsurrenderable annuity contract that 
constitutes an irrevocable commitment 
by the insurer to provide the benefits 
purchased. 

(b) Exceptions to annuity requirement. 
A benefit that is payable as an annuity 
under the provisions of a plan need not 
be provided in annuity form if the plan 
provides for an alternative form of 
distribution and either paragraph (b)(1) 
or (b)(2) of this section applies: 

(1) The participant is not in pay status 
as of the date of distribution, and the 
present value of the participant’s total 
benefit under the plan, including 
amounts previously distributed to the 
participant, is $3,500 or less, 
determined in accordance with sections 
411(a)(ll) and 417(e)(3) of the Code and 
the regulations thereunder. The date 
used for determining such interest rate 
or rates shall be— 

(1) The date set forth in the plan for 
such purpose, provided that the plan 
provision is in accord with section 
417(e)(3) of the Code and the regulations 
thereunder (substituting “date of 
distribution” for “annuity starting date” 
wherever used in the plan); or 

(ii) If the plan does not provide for 
such a date, the date of distribution. 

(2) The participant elected the 
alternative form of distribution in 
writing, with the written consent of his 
or her spouse, in accordance with the 
requirements of sections 401(a)(ll), 
411(a)(ll). and 417 of the Code and the 
regulations thereunder. 

(c) Optional benefit forms. Except as 
permitted by sections 401(a)(ll). 
411(d)(6). and 417 of the Code and the 
regulations thereunder, an annuity 
contract purchased to satisfy the 


annuity requirement shall preserve all 
applicable benefit options provided 
under the plan as of the termination 
date. 

(d) Participating annuities. ( 1 ) 
General rule. Notwithstanding the 
requirement of para^aph (a) of this 
section that an annuity contract be 
nonparticipating, a participating 
annuity contract may be purchased to 
satisfy the annuity requirement if— 

(1) All benefit liabilities will be 
guaranteed under the annuity contract 
as the unconditional, irrevocable, and 
noncancellable obligation of the insurer; 

(ii) In no event, including unfavorable 
investment or actuarial experience, can 
the amounts payable to participants 
under the annuity contract decrease 
except to correct mistakes; and 

(iii) As provided in paragraph (d)(2) of 
this section, no amount of residual 
assets to which participants are entitled 
will be used to pay for the participation 
feature. 

(2) Plans with residual assets. If all or 
a portion of the residual assets of a plan 
will be distributed to participants— 

(1) The additional premium for the 
participation feature must be paid from 
the contributing sponsor’s share, if any, 
of the residual assets or from assets of 
the contributing sponsor; and 

(ii) If the plan provided for mandatory 
employee contributions, the amount of 
residual assets must be determined 
using the price of the annuities for all 
benefit liabilities without the 
participation feature. 

§ 2617.7 Facilltatfng plan tufficlency. 

(a) Commitment to make plan 
sufficient. (1) General rule. At any time 
before a standard termination notice is 
filed with the PBCiC, in order to enable 
the plan to terminate in that standard 
termination, a contributing sponsor or a 
member of a controlled group of a 
contributing sponsor may make a 
commitment to contribute any 
additional sums necessary to make the 
plan sufficient for all benefit liabilities. 
Any such commitment shall be treated 
as a plan asset for all purposes under 
this part. A sample commitment is 
included in the appendix to this part. 

(2) Requirements for valid 
commitment. A commitment to ^ 
plan sufficient for all benefit liabilities 
shall be valid for purposes of this part 
only if the commitment— 

(i) Is made to the plan; 

(ii) Is in writing, signed by the 
contributing sponsor and/or controlled 
group member{s); and 

(iii) If the contributing sponsor or 
controlled group member is the subject 
of a bankruptcy liquidation or 
reorganization proceeding, as describe 
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in § 2616.3(d)(1) or (d)(2) of this 
subchapter, is approved by the court 
before which the liquidation or 
reorganization proceeding is pending or 
is unconditionally guaranteed, by a 
person not in bankruptcy, to be met at 
or before the time distribution of assets 
is required in the standard termination. 

(b) Alternative treatment of majority 
owner’s benefit. (1) General rule. In 
order to facilitate the termination of the 
plan and distribution of assets in a 
standard termination, a majority owner 
may agree to forego receipt of all or part 
of his or her benefit until the benefit 
liabilities of all other plan participants 
have been satisfied. 

(2) Hequirements for valid agreement. 
Any agreement by a majority owner to 
an alternative treatment of his or her 
benefit is valid only if— 

(i) The agreement is in writing; 

(ii) In any case in which the total 
value of the benefit (determined in 
accordance with § 2617.6(b)) is greater 
than $3,500, the spouse, if any, of the 
majority owner consents, in writing, to 
the alternative treatment of the benefit; 
and 

(iii) The agreement is not inconsistent 
with a qualified domestic relations 
order (as defined in section 206(d)(3) of 
the Act). 

52617.8 FlUng with the PBGC. 

fa) Date of filing. Any document 
required or permitted to be filed with 
the PBGC under this part shall be 
deemed filed on the date that it is 
received at the PBGC, providing it is 
received no later than 4:00 p.m. on a 
day other than Saturday, Sunday, or a 
Federal holiday. Documents received 
after 4:00 p.m. or on Saturday, Sunday, 
or a Federal holiday shall be deemed 
filed on the next regular business day. 

(b) How to file. Any document to be 
filed under this part may be delivered 
by mail or by hand to: Pension Benefit 
Guaranty Corporation, Case Operations 
and Compliance Department. Code 
45000, 2020 K Street, NW., Washington 

DC 20006-1806. ’ 

§ 2617.3 Computation of time. 

In computing any period of time 
prescribed or allowed by this part, the 
day of the act or event from which the 
designated period of time begins to run 
IS not counted. The last day of the 
period so computed shall be included, 
unless it is a Saturday, Sunday, or 
Federal holiday, in which event the 
period runs until the end of the next day 
that IS not a Saturday, Sunday, or 
rederal holiday. Notwithstanding the 
preceding sentence, a proposed 
termination date may be any day. 


including a Saturday, Sunday, or 
Federal holiday. 

§ 2617.10 Maintenanc* of plan racorda. 

Either the contributing sponsor or the 
plan administrator of a terminating plan 
shall maintain and preserve all records 
used to compute benefit liabilities with 
respect to each individual who is a plan 
participant or a beneficiary of a 
deceased participant as of the 
termination date, in accordance with the 
following rules: 

(a) The records to be maintained and 
preserved are those used to compute the 
benefit for purposes of distribution to 
each individual in accordance with 

§ 2617.28(c) and include, but are not 
limited to, the plan documents and all 
underlying data, including worksheets 
prepared by or at the direction of the 
enrolled actuary, used in determining 
the amount, form, and value of benefits. 

(b) All records subject to this section 
shall be preserved for six years after the 
date the post-distribution certification 
required under § 2617.28(h) is filed with 
the PBGC. 

(c) The contributing sponsor or plan 
administrator, as appropriate, shall 
make records subject to this section 
available to the PB(X^ upon request for 
inspection and photocopying, and shall 
submit such records to the PBGC within 
30 days after receipt of the PBGC*s 
written request therefor (or such other 
period as may be specified in such 
written request). 

Subpart B—Standard Termination 
Process 

§ 2617.21 Purpose and scope. 

This subpart describes in detail the 
standard termination process. Sections 
2617.22-2617.24 prescribe the rules for 
the first two statutory notices that plan 
administrators must issue in a standard 
termination. The first, the “notice of 
intent to terminate.” is issued to all 
affected parties to begin the termination 
process. The second, the “notice of plan 
benefits, is issued to participants and 
beneficiaries before the PBGC begins its 
review of the proposed termination. 
Section 2617.25 describes the rules for 
filing with the PBGC the “standard 
termination notice” and any 
supplemental notice or notices. Sections 
2617.26 and 2617.27 cover the PBGC’s 
review of the proposed termination and 
the actions that the PBGC may take if it 
finds noncompliance with the 
termination procedures. Section 2617.28 
prescribes the rules for closing out a 
plan in the absence of a notice of 
noncompliance from the PBGC. 


} 2617.22 Notice of Intent to termlnete. 

(a) General rule. At least 60 days and 
no more than 90 days before the 
proposed termination date, the plan 
administrator shall issue to each person 
who is (as of the proposed termination 
date) an affected party a written notice 
of intent to terminate containing all of 
the information specified in paragra ph 
fd) of this section. Failure to comply 
with the requirements of this section 
shall nullify the proposed termination. 

(b) Discovery' of other affected parties. 
Notwithstanding the provisions of 
para^aph (a) of this sectioi?, if the plan 
administrator discovers additional 
affected parties after the expiration of 
the time period specified in paragraph 
(a)(1) of this section, the failure to issue 
the notice of intent to terminate to such 
parties within the specified time period 
will not cause the notice to be untimely 

^ under paragraph (a) of this section if the 
* plan administrator could not reasonably 
have been expected to know of the 
additional affected parties and if he or 
she promptly issues the notice to each 
additional affected party. 

(c) Issuance. (1) Method. The plan 
administrator shall issue the notice of 
intent to terminate to each affected party 
individually either by hand delivery' or 
by first-class mail or courier service 
directed to the affected party’s last 
known address. 

(2) When issued. The notice of intent 
to terminate is deemed issued to each 
affected party or deposited with a mail 
or courier service (as evidenced by a 
postmark or written receipt). 

(d) Contents of notice. The plan 
administrator shall include in the notice 
of intent to terminate all of the 
following information: 

(1) The name of the plan and of the 
contributing sponsor; 

(2) The employer identification 
number (“EIN”) of the contributing 
sponsor and the plan number (“PN“); if 
there is no EIN or PN. the notice shall 
so state; 

(3) The name, address, and telephone 
number of the person who may be 
contacted by an affected party with 
questions concerning the plan’s 
termination; 

(4) A statement that the plan 
administrator expects to terminate the 
plan in a standard termination on a 
proposed termination date that is 
either— 

(i) A specific date set forth in the 
notice, or 

(ii) A date to be determined that is 
dependent on the occurrence of some 
future event; 

(5) If the proposed termination date is 
dependent on the occurrence of a future 
event, the nature of the event (such as 
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the merger of the contributing sponsor 
with another entity), generally when the 
event is expected to occur, and when 
the termination will occur in relation to 
the other event; 

(6) A statement that benefit and 
service accruals will continue until the 
date of termination or, if applicable, that 
benefit accruals were or will be frozen 
as of a specific date in accordance with 
section 204(h) of the Act; 

(7) A statement that, in order to 
terminate in a standard termination, 
plan assets must be sufficient to provide 
all benefit liabilities under the plan with 
respect to each participant and each 
beneficiary of a deceased participant; 

(8) A statement that, after plan assets 
have been distributed to provide all 
benefit liabilities with respect to a 
participant or a beneficiary of a 
deceased participant, either by the 
purchase of an irrevocable commitment 
or commitments from an insurer to 
provide benefits or by an alternative 
form of distribution provided for under 
the plan, the PBGC’s guarantee with 
respect to that participant’s or 
beneficiary’s benefit ends; 

(9) If distribution of benefits under the 
plan may be wholly or partially by the 
purchase of irrevocable commitments 
from an insurer— 

(i) The name and address of the 
insurer or insurers from whom the plan 
administrator intends to purchase the 
irrevocable commitments; or 

(ii) If the plan administrator has not 
identified an insurer or insurers at the 
time the notice of intent to terminate is 
issued, a statement that— 

(A) Irrevocable commitments may be 
purchased from an insurer to provide 
some or all of the benefits under the 
plan. 

(B) The insurer or insurers have not 
yet been identified, and 

(C) Affected parties will be notified of 
the name and address of the insurer or 
insurers at a later date (but no later than 
45 days before the date of distribution, 
as defined in § 2617.2); 

(10) A statement that if the 
termination does not occur, the plan 
administrator will notify the affected 
parties in writing of that fact; 

(11) A statement that each affected 
party, other than any employee 
organization, will be receiving a written 
notification of the benefits that the 
person will receive; and 

(12) For retirees cmly, a statement that 
their monthly (or other periodic) benefit 
amounts w'ill not be affected by the 
plan’s termination. 

(e) Supplemental notice requirements. 

(1) Tlie plan administrator shall issue 
a supplemental notice (or notices) of 
intent to terminate to each affected party 


in accordance with the rules in 
paragraph (e)(2) of this section if— 

(1) The plan administrator has not yet 
identified an insurer or insurers at the 
time the notice of intent to terminate is 
issued; or 

(ii) The plan administrator notifies 
affected parties of the insurer or insurers 
from whom he or she intends to 
purchase the irrevocable commitments, 
either in the notice of intent to 
terminate or in a later notice, but 
subsequently decides to select a 
different insurer. 

(2) The plan administrator shall issue 
each supplemental notice in the manner 
provided in paragraph (b) of this section 
no later than 45 ^ys before the date of 
distribution and shall include the name 
and address of the insurer or insurers 
from whom, or (if not then known) the 
insurers from among whom, the plan 
administrator intends to purchase the 
irrevocable commitments. 

(3) Any supplemental notice or 
notices meeting the requirements of 
paragraph (e)(2) of this section shall be 
deemed a part of the notice of intent to 
terminate. 

(f) Spimoff/termination transactions. 
In the case of a spin>off/termination 
transaction, the plan administrator shall 
provide all participants in the original 
plan who are covered by the ongoing 
plan (as of the proposed termination 
date) with a notice describing the 
transaction no later than the date on 
which the plan administrator completes 
the issuance of notices of intent to 
terminate under this section. 

§ 2617.23 Issuance of notices of plan 
benefits. 

(a) General rule. No later than the date 
on which the plan administrator files 
the standard termination notice with the 
PBGC, as required by § 2617.25, the plan 
administrator shall issue to each person 
described in paragraph (b) of this 
section a notice of that individual’s plan 
benefits. The notice shall be in the form 
and contain the information specified in 
§ 2617.24. Failure to comply with the 
requirements of this section shall nullify 
the proposed termination. 

(b) Persons entitled to notice. The 
plan administrator shall issue a notice 
of plan benefits to each person (other 
than any employee organization) who is 
an affected party as of the proposed 
termination date (and, in the case of a 
spin-off/termination transaction, each 
person who is, as of the proposed 
termination date, a participant in the 
original plan who is covered by the 
ongoing plan). 

(c) Discovery of other affected parties. 
Notwithstanding the provisions of 
paragraph (a) of this section, if the plan 


administrator discovers additional 
persons entitled to a notice of plan 
benefits after the expiration of the time 
period specified in paragraph (a) of this 
section, the failure to issue a notice of 
plan benefits to such persons within the 
specified time period will not cause 
such notices to be untimely under 
paragraph (a) of this section if the plan 
administrator could not reasonably have 
been expected to know of the additional 
persons and if he or she promptly 
issues, to each such additional person, 
a notice of plan benefits in the form and 
containing the information specified in 
§2617.24. 

(d) Issuance. (1) Method. The plan 
administrator shall issue a notice of 
plan benefits individually to each 
person described in paragraph (b) of this 
section, either by hand-delivery or by 
first-class mail or courier service 
directed to the person’s last known 
address. 

(2) When issued. A notice of plan 
benefits is deemed issued to each 
person on the date it is handed to the 
person or deposited with a mail or 
courier service (as evidenced by a 
postmark or written receipt). 


§ 2617.24 Form and contanU of notices of 
plan benefits. 


(a) Form of notices. The plan 
administrator shall provide notices of 
plan benefits written in plain, non¬ 
technical English that is likely to be 
understood by the average participant or 
beneficiary. If technical terms must be 
used, their meaning shall be explained 
in non-technical language. 

(b) Foreign languages. If. as of the 
proposed termination date, a plan 
either— 

(i) covers fewer than 100 participants 
and at least 25 percent of those 
participants speak only the same non- 
English language or 

(ii) covers 100 or more participants 
and the lesser of 500 or 10 percent of 
those participants sp)eak the same non- 


English language. 

the plan administrator shall comply 
with paragraph (a) of this section and 
also shall include in the notices a 
statement, prominently displayed, in 
the foreign language (or languages) 
common to the non-English speaking 
plan participants advising them of now 
they may obtain assistance in 
understanding the notice. The 
assistance ne^ not involve written 
materials, but shall be adequate to 
reasonably ensure that the partiapants 
and beneficiaries understand the 
information contained in their notices 
and shall be provided through media 
and at times and places that are 
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reasonably accessible to the participants 
and beneficiaries. 

(c) Contents of notice. In addition to 
the information described in paragraph 
(d)r (e), or (f) of this section, as 
applicable, the plan administrator shall 
include in each notice of plan benefits 
the following information: 

(1) The name of the plan, the 
employer identification number (“EIN*’) 
of the contributing sponsor, and the 
plan number (“PN'*); if there is no EIN 
orPN, the notice shall so state; 

(2) The name, address, and telephone 
number of the person who may be 
contacted to answer questions 
concerning a participant's or 
beneficiary's benefit; 

(3) The proposed termination date 
and, if applicable, a statement that this 
date is later than the proposed 
termination date given in the notice of 
intent to terminate; and 

(4) If the amount of the plan benefits 
set forth in a notice is an estimate, a 
statement that the amount is an estimate 
and that benefits paid may be greater 
than or less than the estimate. 

(d) Benefits of persons in pay status. 
The plan administrator shall include in 
the notice of plan benefits for a 
participant or beneficiary in pay status 
as of the proposed termination date the 
following information: 

(1) The amount and form of the 
participant's plan benefits payable as of 
the proposed termination date; 

(2) The amount and form of benefit, 

if any, payable to a beneficiary upon the 
prticipant's death and the name of the 
beneficiary; 

(3) The amount and date of any 
incase or decrease in the benefit 
scheduled to occur after the proposed 
termination date (or that has already 
occurred) and an explanation of the 
increase or decrease, including, where 
applicable, a reference to the pertinent 
plan provision; and 

. ^i^ofits of participants or 
Deneficiaries in pay status for one year 
or less as of the proposed termination 
oaie, the specific personal data used to 
^ culate the plan benefits described in 
paragraphs (d)( 1 ) and (d)( 2 ) of this 
section, e.g., participant's age at 

spouse's age. participant's 
jengih of service, and including, for 
iwial Security offset benefits, the 
unknown, 

gimated Social Security benefit and. 
for an estimated benefit, the 

JamlUp S?sto4®‘^ participant's 

stahifK^fr participants not in pay 
The nlAn starting date known, 

the a'lministrator shall include in 
aotice of plan benefits for a 


participant who is not in pay status as 
of the proposed termination date, but 
who has, as of that date, elected to retire 
and has elected a form and starting date, 
or with respect to whom the plan 
administrator has determined a lump 
sum distribution will be made, the 
following information: 

(1) The amount and form of the 
participant's plan benefits payable as of 
the projected benefit starting date, and 
what that date is; 

(2) The amount and form of benefit, 

if any, payable to a beneficiary upon the 
participant's death and the name of the 
beneficiary; 

(3) The amount and date of any 
increase or decrease in the benefit 
scheduled to occur after the proposed 
termination date (or that has already 
occurred) and an explanation of the 
increase or decrease, including, where 
applicable, a reference to the pertinent 
plan provision; and 

(4) If the age at which, or form in 
which, the plan benefits will be paid 
differs from the age or form in which the 
participant's accrued benefit at normal 
retirement age is stated in the plan, the 
age or form stated in the plan and the 
age or form adjustment factors, 
including, in the case of a lump sum 
benefit, the interest rate used to convert 
to the lump sum benefit described in 
paragraph (e)(1) of this section and a 
reference to the pertinent plan 
provision; 

(5) The specific personal data, as 
described in paragraph (d)(4) of this 
section, used to calculate the plan 
benefits (other than a lump sum benefit) 
described in paragraphs (e)(1) and (e)(2) 
of this section and, with respect to a 
benefit payable as a lump sum, the 
personal data used to calculate the 
underlying annuity; and 

(6) If the plan benefits will be paid in 
a lump sum, an explanation of how the 
interest rate is used to calculate the 
lump sum; a statement that the higher 
the interest rate used, the smaller the 
lump sum amount; and, if applicable, a 
statement that the lump sum amount 
given is an estimate because the 
applicable interest rate may change 
before the distribution date. 

(f) Benefits of all other participants 
not in pay status. The plan 
administrator shall include in the notice 
of plan benefits for any participant not 
desmbed in paragraph (d) or (e) of this 
section, the following information: 

(1) The amount ana form of the 
participant's plan benefits payable at 
normal retirement age in any form 
permitted under the plan; 

(2) The availability of any alternative 
benefit forms, including those payable 
to a beneficiary upon the participant's 


death either before or after retirement, 
and, for any benefits to which the 
participant is or may become entitled 
that would be payable before normal 
retirement age. the earliest benefit 
commencement date, the amount 
payable on and after such date, and 
whether the benefit would be subject to 
future reduction; 

(3) The specific personal data, as 
described in paragraph (d)(4) of this 
section, used to calculate the plan 
benefits described in paragraph (f)(1) of 
this section and, with respect to a 
benefit that may be paid in a lump sum, 
the personal data used to calculate the 
underlying annuity; and 

(4) It the plan benefits may be paid in 
a lump sum, an explanation of when a 
lump sum may be paid without a 
participant's consent; an explanation of 
how the interest rate is used to calculate 
the lump sum; and a statement that the 
higher the interest rate used, the smaller 
the lump sum amount. 

§2617.25 Standard termination notice. 

(a) Form. The plan administrator shall 
file with the PBGC a PBGC Form 500, 
Standard Termination Notice, Single- 
Employer Plan Termination, with 
Schedule EA-S, Standard Termination 
Certification of Sufficiency, that has 
been completed in accordance with the 
instructions thereto, on or before the 
120th day after the proposed 
termination date. 

(b) Supplemental notice requirement. 
If any of the benefits of the terminating 
plan may be provided in annuity form 
through the purchase of irrevocable 
commitments from an insurer and either 
of the conditions in paragraph (b)( 1 ) of 
this section are met, the plan 
administrator shall file a supplemental 
notice (or notices) with the PBGC in 
accordance with the provisions in 
paragraph (b)(2) of this section. 

(1) The plan administrator shall file 
with the PBGC a supplemental notice 
(or notices) if— 

(1) The insurer or insurers from whom 
the plan administrator intends to 
purchase irrevocable commitments is 
not identified in the standard 
termination notice filed with the PBGC, 
or 

(ii) The plan administrator has 
notified the PBGC of the insurer or 
insurers from whom he or she intends 
to purchase irrevocable commitments, 
either in the standard termination notice 
or in a later notice pursuant to 
paragraph (b)(2) of this section, and 
subsequently decides to select a 
different insurer. 

(2) The supplemental notice (or 
i^tices) may be filed at any time after 
the filing of the standard termination 
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notice, but no later than 45 days before 
the date of distribution, and shall— 

(1) Be in writing addressed to: Pension 
Benefit Guaranty Corporation, Case 
Operations and Compliance 
Department, Code 45000, 2020 K Street, 
NW., Washinrton, DC 20006-1860; 

(ii) Give information identifying the 
contributing sponsor and the plan by 
name, address, employer identification 
and plan numbers (“EIN/PN*'), and 
PBGC case number (if applicable); and 

(iii) Give the name and address of the 
insurer or insurers from whom, or (if not 
then known) the insurers from among 
whom, the plan administrator intends to 
purchase the irrevocable commitments. 

§ 2617.26 PBGC action upon filing of 
standard tarmination notice. 

(a) Review period upon filing of 
standard termination notice. (1) General 
rule. After a complete standard 
determination notice has been filed in 
accordance with § 2617.8, the PBGC has 
60 days to review the notice, determine 
whether to issue a notice of 
noncompliance pursuant to § 2617.27, 
and issue any such notice. The 60-day 
review period begins on the day 
following the filing of a complete 
standard termination notice and 
includes the 60th day. If the PBGC does 
not issue a notice of noncompliance by 
the last day of this 60-day period, the 
plan administrator shall proceed to 
close out the plan in accordance with 
§2617.28. 

(2) Extension of review period. The 
60-day review period may be extended 
according to the following rules; 

(i) The PBGC and the plan 
administrator may agree in writing, 
before the expiration of the 60-day 
review period, to extend the peri^ for 
up to an additional 60 days; 

(ii) More than one such extension may 
be made; and 

(iii) Any extension may be made upon 
whatever terms and conditions are 
agreed to by the PBGC and the plan 
administrator. 

(3) Suspension of review period. The 
60-day review period shall be 
suspended in accordance with 
paragraph (d) of this section if the PBGC 
reouests supplemental information. 

(o) Acknowledgfnent of complete 
standard termination notice. The PBGC 
shall notify the plan administrator in 
writing of the date on which a complete 
standard termination notice was filed, 
so that the plan administrator may 
determine when the 60-day review 
period will expire. 

(c) Return of incomplete standard 
termination notice. The PBGC shall 
return an incomplete standard 
termination notice and advise the plan 


administrator in writing of the missing 
item(s) of information and that the 
complete standard termination notice 
must be filed no later than the 120th day 
after the proposed termination date or 
the 20th day after the date of the PBGC 
notice, whichever is later. 

(d) Authority to request supplemental 
information. Whenever the PBGC has 
reason to believe that any of the 
requirements of §§2617.22-2617.25 of 
this part were not complied with, or in 
any proposed termination that will 
result in a reversion of residual assets to 
the contributing sponsor, the PBGC may 
require the submission of information 
supplementing that furnished piusuant 
to § 2617.25. A request for additional 
information under this paragraph shall 
be in wnting and shall suspend the 
running of the 60-day (or extended) 
review period described in paragraph (a) 
of this section. That period shall begin 
running again on the day following the 
filing of the required information. If a 
plan administrator or contributing 
sponsor fails to submit information 
required under this paragraph within 
the period specified in the PBGC’s 
request, the PBGC may issue a notice of 
noncompliance in accordance with 

§ 2617.27 or take other appropriate 
action to enforce the requirements of 
Title IV of ERISA. 

(e) Authority to suspend or nullify 
proposed termination. Notwithstanding 
any other provision of this part, the 
PBGC may, by written notice to the plan 
administrator, suspend or nullify a 
proposed termination after expiration of 
the 60-day (or extended) review period 
in any case in which it determines that 
such action is necessary to carry out the 
purposes of Title IV of ERISA. 

§ 2617.27 Notice of noncompliance. 

(a) General (1) The PBGC shall issue 
to the plan administrator a written 
notice of noncompliance, withiii the 
period prescribed by § 2617.26, 
whenever it makes one of the following 
determinations: 

(i) A determination that the plan 
administrator failed to issue the notice 
of intent to terminate in accordance 
with §2617.22. 

(ii) A determination that the plan 
administrator failed to issue notices of 
plan benefits in accordance with 
§§2617.23 and 2617.24. 

(iii) A determination that the standard 
termination notice, or any supplemental 
notice, was not filed in accordance with 
§2617.25. 

(iv) A determination that, as of the 
proposed distribution date, plan a5»ets 
will not be sufficient to satisfy all 
benefit liabilities under the plan. 


(2) The PBGC shall base any 
determination described in paragraph 
(fl)(l) of this section on the information 
contained in the standard termination 
notice, including any supplemental 
submission under § 2617.26(d) and any 
supplemental notice under § 2617.25(b), 
or on information provided by any 
affected party or otherwise obtained by 

(b) Effect of notice of noncompliance. 
A notice of noncompliance ends the 
standard termination proceeding, 
nullifies all actions taxen to terminate 
the plan, and renders the plan an 
ongoing plan. The notice of 
nonoompliance is effective upon the 
expiration of the period within which 
the plan administrator may request 
reconsideration pursuant to paragraph 

(c) of this section but, once a notice is 
issued, the plan administrator shall take 
no further action to terminate the plan 
(except by initiation of a new 
termination) unless and until the notice 
is revoked pursuant to a decision by the 
PBGC on reconsideration. 

(c) Reconsideration of notice of 
noncompliance. A plan administrator 
may request reconsideration of a notice 
of noncompliance in accordance with 
the rules prescribed in Subpart C of Part 
2606 of this chapter. Any request for 
reconsideration automatically stays the 
effectiveness of the notice of 
noncompliance until the PBGC issues 
its decision on reconsideration. 

(d) Notice to affected parties. (1) 
General rule. Upon a decision by the 
PBGC on reconsideration affirming the 
issuance of a notice of noncompliance 
(or, if earlier, upon the plan 
administrator’s decision not to request 
reconsideration), the plan administrator 
shall notify the affected parties (and any 
persons who were provided notice 
under § 2617.22(f)) in writing that the 
plan is not going to terminate or, if 
applicable, that the termination was 
invalid but that a new notice of intent 
to terminate is being issued. 

(2) Method of issuance. The notices 
shall be delivered by first-class mail or 
by hand to each person described in 
paragraph (d)(1) who is an employee 
organization or a participant or 
beneficiary who is then in pay status. 
The notices to other participants and 
beneficiaries shall be provided in any 
manner reasonably calculated to reach 
those participants and beneficiaries. 
Reasonable methods of notification 
include, but are not limited to, posting 
the notice at participants’ worksites or 
publishing the notice in an employee 
organization newsletter or newspaper or 
general circulation in the area or ^as 
where participants and beneficiaries 
reside. 
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§2617J28 Cloeaout of plan. 

(a) General rules. (1) Distribution. 
Except as provided in paragraphs (b), 

(e), and (f) of this section, if the PBGC 
does not issue a notice of 
noncompliance within the period 
specified in § 2617.26 or, if a notice of 
noncompliance is issued and later 
revoked after reconsideration under 

§ 2617.27(c), the plan administrator 
shall complete the distribution of plan 
assets in accordance with paragraph (c) 
of this section within 180 days after the 
expiration of the review period 
specified in § 2617.26 or, if applicable, 
the date on which the PBGC revokes the 
notice of noncompliance. 

(2) Post-distribution requirements. 

The plan administrator shall file with 
the PBGC a post-distribution 
certification in accordance with 
paragraph (h) of this section and, if any 
of the plan’s benefit liabilities payable 
to a participant or beneficiary have been 
distributed through the purchase of 
irrevocable commitments, the plan 
administrator also shall provide such 
participant or beneficiary with a notice, 
contract, or certificate in accordance 
with paragraph (g) of this section. 

(b) Assets insufficient to satisfy 
benefit liabilities. Before distributing 
plan assets to close out the plan, the 
plan administrator shall determine that 
plan assets are, in fact, sufficient to 
satisfy all benefit liabilities. In 
determining if plan assets are sufficient, 
the plan administrator shall subtract all 
liabilities (other than the future benefit 
liabilities that will be provided when 
assets are distributed), e.g., benefit 
payments due before the distribution 
date; PBGC premiums for all plan years 
through and including the plan year in 
which assets are distributed; expenses, 
fees, and other administrative costs. If 
plan assets are not sufficient to satisfy 
all benefit liabilities, the plan 
administrator shall not make any 
distribution of assets to effect the plan’s 
termination. In the event of an 
insufficiency, the plan administrator 
shall promptly notify the PBGC. 

(c) Method of distribution. The plan 
administrator shall distribute plan 
assets in accordance with § 2617:6 by 
purchasing irrevocable commitments 
^om an insurer in satisfaction of all 
henefit liabilities that must be provided 
m annuity form, and by otherwise 
providing all benefit liabilities that need 
^ 7 ,^V^r?vided in annuity form. 

loj tallure to distribute within 180- 
period. Except as provided in 
paragraphs (e) and (f) of this section, 

° distribute assets in accordance 

thfi 1 Rn section within 

180-day distribution period set forth 
paragraph (a)( 1 ) of this section. 


because of an insufficiency of plan 
assets as described in paragraph (b) of 
this section or for any other reason, 
shall nullify the termination. All actions 
taken to effect the plan’s termination 
shall be null and void, and the plan 
shall be an ongoing plan. In this event, 
the plan administrator shall notify 
affected parties in writing, in 
accordance with § 2617.27(d), that the 
plan is not going to terminate or, if 
applicable, that the termination was 
invalid but that a new notice of intent 
to terminate is being issued. 

(e) Automatic extension of time for 
distribution. (1) Requirements for 
automatic extension. The plan 
administrator shall be entitled to an 
automatic extension of the 180-day 
period in which to complete the 
distribution of plan assets if the plan 
administrator— 

(1) Submits to the Internal Revenue 
Service a complete request for a 
determination with respect to the plan’s 
tax-qualification status upon 
termination (“determination letter’’) on 
or before the date that the plan 
administrator files the standard 
termination notice with the PBGC; 

(ii) Does not receive a determination 
letter at least 60 days before the 
expiration of the 180-day period; and 

(iii) On or before the expiration of the 
180-day period, notifies the PBGC in 
writing that an extension of the 
distribution deadline is required and 
certifies that the conditions in this 
paragraph have been met. 

(2) Extension period. If the 
requirements in paragraph (e)(1) of this 
section are met, the time within which 
the plan administrator shall complete 
the distribution of plan assets is 
automatically extended until the 60th 
day after receipt of a favorable 
determination letter from the Internal 
Revenue Service. 

(f) Discretionary extension of time for 
distribution. If the plan administrator 
will be unable to complete the 
distribution of plan assets within the 
180-day (or extended) period for any 
reason other than an insufficiency 
described in paragraph (b) of this 
sectionrthe plan administrator may 
request, and the PBGC shall grant or 
deny, in its discretion, an extension of 
time within which to complete the 
distribution according to the following 
rules: 

(1) The plan administrator shall file a 
written request for a discretionary 
extension with the PBGC at least 30 
days before the expiration of the 180- 
day (or extended) distribution period, 
explain the reason(s) for the request, 
and provide a date certain by which the 


distribution will be made if the 
extension is granted. 

(2) The PBGC will not grant a 
discretionary extension based on failure 
to meet the requirements for an 
automatic extension under paragraph (e) 
of this section or failure to locate all 
participants or beneficiaries. 

(3) The PBGC will grant a 
discretionary extension, in whole or in 
part, only if it is satisfied that the delay 
in making the distribution is not due to 
the action or inaction of the plan 
administrator or the contributing 
sponsor and that the distribution can in 
fact be completed by the date requested. 

(g) Notice of annuity contract. In the 
case of the distribution of benefit 
liabilities through the purchase of 
irrevocable commitments— 

(1) Either the plan administrator or 
the insurer shall, as soon as practicable, 
provide each participant and beneficiary 
with a copy of the annuity contract or 
certificate showing the insurer’s name 
and address and clearly reflecting the 
insurer’s obligation to provide the 
participant’s or beneficiary’s benefit; 

(2) If such a contract or certificate is 
not available on or before the date on 
which the post-distribution certificate is 
required to be filed pursuant to 
paragraph (h) of this section, the plan 
administrator shall, no later than such 
date, provide each participant and 
beneficiary with a written notice 
stating— 

(i) That the obligation for providing 
the participant’s or beneficiary’s plan 
benefits has transferred to the insurer; 

(ii) The name and address of the 
insurer; 

(iii) The name, address, and telephone 
number of the person designated by the 
insurer to answer questions concerning 
the annuity; and 

(iv) That the participant or beneficiary 
will receive from the plan administrator 
or insurer a copy of the annuity contract 
or a certificate showing the insurer’s 
name and address and clearly reflecting 
the insurer’s obligation to provide the 
participant’s or beneficiary’s benefit; 
and 

(3) The plan administrator shall 
certify to the PBGC, as part of the post¬ 
distribution certification required under 
paragraph (h) of this section, that the 
requirements in paragraph (g)(1) or 
(g)(2) of this section have been satisfied. 

(h) Post-distribution certification. 
Within 30 days after the completion of 
the distribution of plan assets in 
accordance with paragraph (c) of this 
section, the plan administrator shall file 
with the PBGC a PBGC Form 501, Post- 
Distribution Certification for Standard 
Terminations, that has been completed 
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in accordance with the instructions 
thereto. 

Appendix to Part 2617—Agreement for 
CoDomitment to Make Plan Sufficient for 
Benefit Liabilitiee 

This agreement, by and between [name of 

company]_(the 

“Company”) and [name of plan) 

_(the “Plan”) shall be 

effective as of the last date executed. 

Whereas, the Plan is an employee pension 
benefit plan as described in section 3(2)(A) 
of the Employee Retirement Income Security 
Act of 1974 (“ERISA”), 29 U.S.C 1001-1461; 
and 

Whereas the Company is [describe entity, 
e g., corporation, partnership) 

_; and 

Whereas, the Company is a contributing 
sponsor of the Plan, or a member of the 
contributing sponsor's controlled group, as 
described in section 4001(a) (13) and (14) of 
ERISA, 29 U.S.C. 1301(2) (13) and (14); and 
Whereas, the Plan is covered by the 
termination insurance provisions of Title IV 
of ERISA, 29 U.S.C. 1301-1461; and 
Whereas, the Plan administrator has issued 
or intends to issue to each affected party a 
notice of intent to terminate the Plan, 
pursuant to section 4041(a)(2) of ERISA, 29 
U.S.C. 1341(a)(2); and 
Whereas, the Company wishes the Plan to 
be sufficient for benefit liabilities, as 


described in section 4001(a)(16) of ERISA, 29 
U.S.C 1301(a)(16);and 

Whereas, the parties understand that if the 
Flan is not able to satisfy all its obligations 
for benefit liabilities, it will not be able to 
terminate in a standard termination under 
section 4041(b) of ERISA. 29 U.S.C. 1341(b); 
and 

Whereas, the Company is not a debtor in 
a bankruptcy or other insolvency proceeding. 


{Alternative Paragraph) 

Whereas, the Company is a debtor in a 
bankruptcy or other insolvency proceeding 
and the court before which the proceeding is 
pending approves this commitment. 

Whereas, the Company is a debtor in a 
bankruptcy or other insolvency proceeding 
and this commitment is unconditionally 
guaranteed, by an entity or person not in 
bankruptcy, to be met at or before the time 
distribution is required in this standard 
termination. 


Now Therefore, the parties hereto agree as 
follows: 

1. The Company promises to pay to the 
Plan, on or before the date prescribed for 
distribution of Plan assets by the plan 
administrator, the amount necessary, if any, 
to ensure that, on the date the plan 
administrator distributes the assets of the 


PIm, the Plan is able to provide all benefit 
liabilities. 

2. For the sole purpose of determining 
whether the Plan is sufficient to provide all 
benefit liabilities, an amount equal to the > 
Mount described in paragraph 1 shall be 
deemed a Plan asset available for allocation 
Mong the participants and beneficiaries of 
the Plan, In accordance with section 4044 of 
ERISA, 29 U.S.C. 1344. 

3. This Agreement shall in no way relieve 
the Company of its obligations to pay 
contributions under the Plan. 

Date:___ 

Company: —---- - 

Issued in Washington, D C. this 7th day of 
December, 1992. 

Lynn Martin, 

Chairman, Board of Directors Pension Benefit 
Guaranty Corporation. 

Issued on the date set forth above pursuant 
to a resolution of the Board of Directors 
authorizing its Chairmen to issue this final 
rule. 

Carol Connor Flowe, 

Secretary, Board of Directors, Pension Benefit 
Guaranty Corporation. 

[FR Doc. 92-30057 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 ami 
BILUNQ CODE 7708-01-1^ 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
Fish and WIidiifa Sarvica 

50CFR Part 17 
RIN 101»-AB75 

Endangered and Threatened Wildlife 
and Plante; Determination of 
Endangered Statue for the Kamer Blue 
Butterfly 

AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Interior. 

ACTION: Final Rule. 

SUMMARY: The U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service determines the Kamer blue 
butterfly (Lycaeides melissa samuelis) to 
be an endangered species pursuant to 
the Endangered Species Act of 1973 
(Act), as amended. Historically, the 
Kamer blue butterfly occurred in a 
rather narrow band extending from 
eastern Minnesota, across portions of 
Wisconsin, Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, 
Ohio, Canada (Ontario), Pennsylvania, 
New York, Massachusetts, and New 
Hampshire. It is now extirpated from 
Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Massachusetts, 
and is considered virtually extirpated 
from Ontario. This action is being taken 
because of constriction of the species’ 
range and the declining size of 
remaining populations. The primary 
cause of past and threatened losses is 
habitat modification and destruction 
due to development, succession in the 
absence of natural disturbances, 
silviculture, and fragmentation of 
remaining habitat. Tliis listing extends 
the Federal protection and recovery 
provisions afforded by the Act to 
Lycaeides melissa samuelis. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: December 14,1992. 
ADDRESSES: The complete file for this 
rule is available for inspection, by 
appointment, during normal business 
hours at the New York Field Office, U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service, 3817 Luker 
Road. Cortland, New York 13045. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Mark W. Clough at the above address, 
telephone (607) 753-9334. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Background 

The Kamer blue butterfly has been 
known for more than a century. When 
W.H, Edwards first described this 
butterfly in 1861 in Kamer, New York, 
it was considered to belong to the same 
species as the Scudder’s blue. In the 
1940’8, Nabokov revised the taxonomy 
of the group and renamed the Kamer 
blue as a subspecies of the more 
common Melissa blue. The current . 
scientific name Is Lycaeides melissa 


samuelis, Nabokov. Some lepidopterists 
consider the Kamer blue butterfly to be 
a separate species (D. Schweitzer, The 
Nature Conservancy, in lift., 1987). 
However, this change has not been 
published and the Kamer blue butterfly 
will be considered a subspecies for the 
purposes of listing. 

Kamer blues have a wingspan of 22- 
32 mm (0.87-1.26 in). The dorsal side 
of the male is silvery blue or dark blue 
with narrow black margins. The females 
are grayish brown dorsally, with 
irregular bands of orange inside the 
narrow black border on the upper 
wings. Both sexes are slate gray on the 
ventral side with the orange b^ds 
showing more regularity, and black 
spots circled with white (Shull 1987). 

The habitat of the Kamer blue 
butterfly is characterized by the 
presence of wild lupine {Lupinus 
perennis), a member of the pea family. 
Wild lupine is the only known larval 
food plant for the Kamer blue butterfly 
and is, therefore, closely tied to the 
butterfly’s ecology and distribution. In 
eastern New York and New Hampshire, 
the habitat typically includes sandplain 
communities, and grassy o|>enings 
within very dry, sandy pitch pine/scrub 
oak barrens. In the Midwest, the habitat 
is also dry and sandy, including oak 
savanna and jack pine areas, and dune/ 
sandplain communities. It is believed 
that die Kamer blue butterfly originally 
occurred as shifting clusters of 
populations, or metapopulations, across 
a vast fire-swept landscape covering 
thousands of acres. While the fires 
resulted in localized extirpation, post¬ 
fire vegetational succession promoted 
colonization and rapid population 
buildups (Schweitzer 1989). Periodic 
disturbance is necessary to maintain 
openings in the canopy for wild lupine 
to thrive. A variety of other understory 
plants associated with the habitat serve 
as nectar sources for the adult 
butterflies. 

The Kamer blue butterfly usually has 
two broods each year. Eggs that have 
overwintered from the previous year 
hatch in April. The larvae feed on wild 
lupine leaves and mature rapidly. Near 
the end of May, they pupate and adult 
butterflies emerge very late in May in 
most years. The adults are typically in 
flight for the first 10 to 15 days of June, 
when the wild lupine is in bloom. 
Females lay eggs on or near the wild 
lupine plants. The eggs hatch in about 
one week and the larvae feed for about 
three weeks. They then pupate and the 
second brood adults appear in the 
second or third week of July. This time, 
the eggs are laid among plant litter or on 
grass blades at the base of the lupines, 
or on lupine pods or stems. By early 


August, no adults remain, and these 
eggs do not hatch until the following 
spring (Schweitzer 1989. Dirig 1979 ) 

The distribution of the Kamer blue 
butterfly is very discontinuous and 
generally follows the northern limits of 
wld lupine. Eight major population 
clusters of the Kamer blue butterfly 
were known historically from portions 
of Wisconsin. Michigan, Minnesota, 
Indiana. Illinois. Ohio, Massachusetts, 
New Hampshire. Pennsylvania, New 
York, and Ontario. Over the past 100 
ears, Kamer blue butterfly numbers 
ave apparently declined rangewide by 
99 percent or more. Over 90 percent of 
the decline occurred in the last 10 to 15 
years. It is now extirpated from 
Massachusetts, Pennsylvania, and Ohio 
(Schweitzer 1939; in litt., 1990). 
Unconfirmed reports indicate that one 
or two Kamer blues may have been 
sighted at an historic Ontario site in 
1990 or 1991. 

The New York Natural Heritace 
Program maintains a state list of 
approximately 50 individual Kamer 
blue butterfly sites, comprising about 
ten site-clusters, all found in the area 
known as the Albany Pine Bush and at 
scattered locations extending about 40 
miles to the north. Once the site of a 
massive Kamer blue population, the 
Albany Pine Bush is the locality from 
which the Kamer blue butterfly was first 
scientifically described. There are also 
unverified records of Kamer blues in 
Manhattan and Brooklyn from the mid 
1800's. Givnish et al. (1988) noted a 
decline of Kamer blue butterflies in the 
Albany Pine Bush of 85 to 98 percent 
over the past decade, exclusive of one 
site that has remained stable. Givnish et 
al. (1988) and Schweitzer (1990) 
described the decline in the Pine Bush 
population as dropping from numbers of 
aroimd 80,000 in 1979, to around 1,000 
in 1987, to 100-200 in 1990. North of 
the Albany Pine Bush, one distiirbed 
site located at an airport has persisted 
with numbers estimated around 14,000 
in 1990. This population is several 
times larger than all the other New York 
sites combined (Schweitzer 1990). 
majority of extant Kamer blue sites in 
New York are in municipal and private 
ownership. Other landowners include a 
State Park. The Nature Conservancy, 
and Saratoga County, 

In New Hampshire, the Concord Pine 
Barrens along the Merrimack River 
support the only remaining occurrence 
of the Kamer blue butterfly in New 
England. The sole population is 
extremely low in numbers and occurs 
on a privately owned, two to three acre 
site within a power line right-of^ay 
bordering an industrial park, and on the 
grounds of a nearby airport. The results 
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of 1990 surveys reported by The Nature 
Conservancy (1990) showed a decline in 
the population size from an estimated 
2,000 to 3.000 individuals in 1983 to an 
estimated 250 to 400 individuals in 
1990. During that survey, Kamer blue 
butterflies were not foimd at two other 
sites in the Concord Pine Barrens where 
the subspecies had been documented in 
1983. 

In Wisconsin, 33 of 36 historical 
occurrence sites were surveyed during 
1990. Survey results reported by Bleser 
(1990) revealed that Kainer blue 
butterflies were found at only 11 of the 
33 historical sites visited. Although 23 
previously unknown populations were 
discovered, Bleser notea that numbers 
of Kamer blue butterflies observed were 
very small at most sites. Only three sites 
had 50 or more individuals observed, 
with none greater than 190, While these 
surveys did not provide a basis for 
statements of actual population size, 
they all appeared to be small, and many 
mi^t not ^ considered viable. Many of 
the remnant populations in Wisconsin 
are also widely scattered, occurring in 
isolated patches of habitat along 
roadsides, power line clearings, and on 
abandoned agricultural fields. 

Additional surveys conducted in 1991 
revealed a total of 131 discrete lupine 
areas that support Kamer blue 
butterflies (Besadny in litt., 1992). 

During the 1991 surveys, ten or fewer 
adults were counted at 53 percent of the 
131 discrete sites, 11-50 adults were 
counted at 29 percent of the sites, 51- 
100 adults were counted at 10 percent 
of the sites, 101—300 at only seven 
percent of the sites, and over 300 at just 
one percent of the sites. It should be 
noted that actual population sizes may 
w 3 to 6 times, or higher, than the 
numbers of butterflies counted on a 
given site visit. At least half of 
Wisconsin’s remaining Kamer blue 
butterfly populations are small, isolated, 
and ca^ot be considered secure or 
viable in the long term. However. ‘*a 
very go<^ number of quite sizable 
populations occur on publicly owned 
properties offering good opportunities 
lor long-term protection and 
jn^agement” (Besadny in lift., 1992). 
^er three fourths of the Wisconsin 
Sites ^ on publicly administered lands, 
including Necedah National Wildlife 
^ehige. Department of Defense. 

Wisconsin Department of Natural 
Resources, and County Forest. Other 
es are owned or partly owned by 
county governmental 
landowners, and 

utility companies. 

dir butterfly has 

d^lined throughout its range in 
uhigan. It still occurs in six of seven 


counties from which it was known 
historically, but the existing populations 
are greatly reduced and have become 
highly fragmented within expanses of 
unsuitable habitat (Wilsmann 1990). 

The Michigan Natural Features 
Inventory includes over two dozen 
historical locations for the Kamer blue 
butterfly. Five of these no longer 
support populations of Kamer blue 
butterflies, and many of the remainder 
are ranked as poor quality sites. 
Considering the population dynamics of 
the species, it can be expected that 
many individual sites which once 
supported populations of Kamer blue 
butterflies are no longer suitable. 
Although information on exact 
historical locations is lacking, many 
general areas reported to have Kamer 
blue butterflies in the 1950’s have 
become unsuitable due to succession or 
conversion to plantations (L. Wilsmann, 
Michigan Department of Natural 
Resources, pers. comm,, 1991). In his 
critique of 1989 population studies done 
by W. S. Lawrence and A. C. Cook in the 
Allegan State Game Area, Michigan’s 
only remaining sizable population, 
Schweitzer {in litt, 1989) noted that the 
results indicate a decline to fragmented 
remnants with dangerously low 
numbers, which is characteristic of a 
collapsing Kamer blue butterfly 
population. Other Michigan sites occur 
on the Manistee National Forest 
(intermixed with private inholdings), on 
power company rights-of-way. and on 
other private lands. 

I'he results of surveys during 1990 in 
Indiana were summarized by C. Hedge 
(Indiana Department of Natural 
Resources, pers. comm., 1991), Kamer 
blue butterHies were reconfirmed at one 
known site, and they were also 
rediscovered on three of seven historical 
sites. Searches at 27 sites identified as 
potentially suitable for the species 
yielded six new locations for the 
species. However, all extant sites in 
Indiana are in two population clusters 
within two counties. Six sites are 
located on Indiana Dimes National 
Lakeshore, and other landowners 
include a county park and recreation 
department, a school district, and The 
Nature Conservancy. Shull (1987) 
indicated eight Indiana counties in the 
historic range of the Kamer blue, 
although some of these records are 
based on sightings that are not 
supported with voucher specimens. The 
species is no longer found at one area 
where Shull reported observing dozens 
of individuals in 1980. 

Cuthrell (1990) reported the results of 
1990 surveys conducted in Minnesota. 
During the 1990 surveys of 50 
potentially suitable sites, two areas with 


Kamer blue butterflies were located. 

Both sites are on a State Wildlife 
Management Area, in the vicinity of one 
of the historical locations. Kamer blue 
butterflies were not found at the other 
historical site. Studies conducted during 
1991 revealed three new sites within 
one half to three miles of the sites 
surveyed in 1990 (Lane 19e2a). Lane 
reported low numbers of individuals 
ot^rved at all five sites, with none 
greater than 14, indicating extremely 
small populations. 

The Kamer blue butterfly was 
presumed extirpated from Illinois until 
the species was relocated there in 
August 1992. A total of seven 
butterflies, including five males and two 
females, were reported from a lupine 
site in the northern part of the State (S. 
Lauzon, Illinois Endangered Species 
Protection Board, pers. comm., 1992). 
The Kamer blue was previously known 
from one collection in Illinois. This 
record consists of two specimens from 
the Andreas Bolter collection, labelled 
’‘N. Ill.” (Irwin and Downey 1973), 
which suggests that they were collected 
around or before 1900. 

Kamer blues frequently occur with 
other rare butterfly species such as the 
persius duskywing {Erynnis persius) 
and the frosted elfin {Incisalia irus), 
which are being listed by states where 
they occur (D. Schweitzer, pers. comm., 
1991). Wild lupine is also tne host plant 
for these species in parts of their range. 

The Kamer blue butterfly was first 
recognized by the Federal government 
in the Federal Register Notice of Review 
published on May 22,1984 (49 FR 
21664). That notice, which covered 
invertebrate wildlife under 
consideration for endangered or 
tlireatened status, included the Kamer 
blue butterfly as a Category 2 species. 
Categoi^ 2 includes those taxa for which 
proposing to list as endangered or 
threatened is possibly appropriate, but 
for which substantial data on biological 
vulnerability and threats are not 
currently available to support proposed 
mles. In the Federal Register Animal 
Notice of Review published on January 
6.1989 (54 FR 554), the Kamer blue 
butterfly was retained as a Category 2 
species. Although the decline of the 
Kamer blue butterfly in the Northeast 
was documented during the 1980*8, it 
was believed that populations in the 
Midwest were relatively secure, 
particularly in Wisconsin and Michigan. 
Surveys conducted during 1989 and 
1990 in the Midwest revealed that the 
butterfly is in decline there also. The 
Animal Notice of Review published in 
the November 21.1991 Federal Register 
included the Kamer blue butterfly as a 
Category 1 species, indicating that the 
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Service possessed sufBctent Information 
to support a proposal to list this 
butterfly. On January 21,1992 (57 FR 
2241), the Service published a proposed 
rule to list the Kamer blue butterfly as 
an endangered species. 

Summary of Comments and 
Recommendations 

In the January 21,1992, proposed rule 
and associated notifications, ail 
interested parties were requested to 
submit factual reports or information 
that might contribute to the 
development of a final rule. Appropriate 
State agencies, county governments. 
Federal agencies, scimtific 
organizations, major landowners, and 
other interested parties were contacted 
and requested to comment. Notices were 
publisted in newspapers of general, 
circulation in each area where the 
Kamer blue butterfly is known to occur. 
On March 4, 1992, the Service received 
a request for a public hearing from Or. 
Wilmer Pautz of the University of 
Wisconsin>Eau Claire. Aocmrdingly, on 
June 8,1992, the Smrvice published a 
notice in the Federal Register extending 
the comment period to July 6,1992, and 
announcing a public heiuring to be held 
in Eau Claire, Wisconsin on June 25, 
1992. At the bearing the public was 
invited to present oral or written 
information to be enteredinto the 
record, on factors pertinent to the 
proposed listing of the Kamer blue 
butterfly. Mrs. Maud Kelley, a local 
resident, and Dr. Wilmer Pautz, 
representing various citizens in Eau 
Clair County, presented the only oral 
statements, and no additional written 
statements were submitted at the public 
hearing. 

A total of 112 written comments on 
the proposed listing were received by 
the Service. Comments supporting the 
listing were received from the Ohio, 
Indiana, Wisconsin, and Minnesota 
Departments of Natural Resources, the 
New Hampshire Fish and Game 
Department, and the New York State 
Department of Environmental 
Conservation. Comments supporting the 
listing were also received firom six 
professional or amateur lepidopterists 
and butterfly researchers, and eight 
private conservation organizations. A 
total of 91 comment letters were 
received from private citizens; 87, 
including 66 from elementary school 
students, expressed support for listing 
the Kamer blue butterfly. The remaining 
four comments from private citizens 
include the comment letter from Dr. 
Pautz requesting the public hearing and 
also requesting that listing be delayed 
for three years, two commenters that did 
not take a position on the listing, and 


one commenter who expressed 
opposition to proposed listing. A 
comment letter from the Newaygo 
County, Michigan Board of 
Commissioners expressed conditional 
support for the listing, if it would not 
interfere with the gypsy moth 
eradication program. 

Many of the commenters provided 
general information or observations 
about the Kamer blue butterfly, end 
additional sdentific or fruituaf 
information. Several commenters 
offered suggestions m recommendations 
for future protecticm, research, 
management, and recovery eflorts, or 
offered to assist the Service in these 
areas. The Service will consider those 
suggestions and recommendations, and 
will continue to work with all interested 
parties in future efforts to protect and 
recover this spedes. Comments 
updating the data presented in the 
'^Background"* or "Summary of Factors 
Affecting the Species'* are incorporated 
in those secUcms of this final rule. The 
Service’s responses to the comments 
and issues raised at the public hearing 
and in the written comments follow. 

Issue 1. The one comment received 
that opposed the listing of the Kamer 
blue butterfly stated that development 
might be impacted, forests would be 
destroyed, and questioned the Kamer 
blue butterfly’s contribution to society. 

The Service responds that under 
section 4(b){lKA) of the Act, a listing 
determination must be based solely on 
the best scientific and commercial data 
available. The first decision to list a 
species is based on biological criteria 
defined in five specific factors as 
discussed in the "Summary of Factors 
Affecting the Spedes** section of this 
rule. As discussed in that section of this 
mle, development has been a 
contributing (actor in the destruction, 
modification, and fragoaentation of the 
habitat of the Kamer blue butterfly. The 
Service believes that additional 
protection and management of habitat 
for the Kamer blue butterfly is essential 
for its survival. Management of habitat 
for the Kamer blue butterfly requires 
maintaining openings in pine barrens, 
oak savanna, and sandplain habitat, 
particularly where natural processes 
nave been curtailed, in order to allow 
the growth of the plant spedes wild 
lupine, upon which the Kamer blue 
butterfly depends. Broad-scale 
conversion of forests to create Kamer 
blue butterfly habitat would not be 
appropriate or necessary for proper 
management of this spedes. There may 
be many opinions as to a particular 
spedes’ contributicm to sodety 
including its aesthetic, sdentific, 
ecological, or other significance, 


however this contribution of a species to 
sodety is not among the five factors 
upon which a listing determination is 
based. 


Issue 2, Both commenters at the 
public bearing favored protection of the 
Kamer blue butterfly and its habitat, 
and in particular, a spedfic area in the 
dty of Altoona, Wisconsin. Mrs. Kelley 
commented on the potential of this area 
to provide habitat for the Kamer blue 
butterfly. Dr. Pautz’s statement pointed 
out the existence of suitable habitat in 
the Altoona area, and provided 
addition^ information on other sites in 
W’isconsin. Dr. Pautz’s original 
comments requesting the bearing and 
his statement at the hearing contended 
there was a need for additional studies 
to determine the extent of Karoer blue 
populaticms and habitat in the Altoona 
area prior to listing, and that Kamer 
blue butterflies were found in more 
abundance in Wisconsin than Indicated 
In the proposed rule. 

Kamer blue surveys were conducted 
in 1992 in the Altoona area in 
conjunction with review of a proposed 
highway project. Several sites that 
appear^ to furnish suitable habitat 
were located during first flight period 
surveys in early June. However, 
resurvey of these areas during the 
second flight by a University of 
Minnesota graduate student who is 
conducting research on this species 
failed to locate any Kamer blues at four 
sites and found only seven butterflies at 
a fifth site (Lane 1992b). 

The text of this role ^s been updated 
to reflect the most recent available data 
on the Kamer blue butterfly’s status in 
Wisconsin. As discussed in response to 
Issue 4 , below, the Service believes that 
this butterfly warrants endangered 
status due to the danger of extinction in 
all or a significant portion of its range. 
The Service is confident that recent 


surveys have located most large Kamer 
blue populations in Wisconsin. 
Furthermore, even relatively large 
extant populations cannot be considered 
secure unless threats from succession 


)ve been alleviated. 

Issue 3. Dr. Pautz’s statement 
(pressed concern that the Service had 
roposed a finding that critical habitat 
^termination for the Kamer blue 
jtterfly is presently not determinable, 
e recommended that the Service 
jvelop a description of critical habitat 
ements, and that studies should ^ 
mducted in the Altoona aiw to that 
iticai habitat could be designated at 
le time of listing. In addition, 17 
ritten comments were received tost 
(pressed concern that critical habitat 
as not being designated at the 





Federal Regjgler / VoL 57, No, 240 / Monday, December 14, 1992 / Rules and Regulations 59239 


designation provided Information on 
potential areas and habitat 
diaracteristics, or offered assistance in 
critical habitat designation. 

The Service responds that the 
rationale for not designating critical 
habitat at the time of listing is detailed 
in the “Critical Habitat'* Sections of the 
proposed rule and this final rule. The 
^rvice concluded that designation of 
critical habitat is not presently 

determinable as defined under _ 

implementing reflations at 50 CFR 
424 . 12 (a)( 2 ). As discussed in the 
“Critical Habitat" section of this 
document, the Service is working with 
interested parties throughout the Kamer 
blue butterfly’s range to obtain 
necessary information to define the 
primary constituent elements of critical 
habitat, identify and map areas that 
should be designated, and ascertain the 
economic impacts of designation. The 
Service will consider information 
provided by commenters during 
formulation of the critical habitat 


proposal. 

When a finding is made that critical 
habitat is not determinable at the time 
of listing, the regulations at 50 CFR 
424.17(b)(2) provide that the 
designation of critical habitat be 
completed to the maximum extent 
prudent within two years from the date 
of publication of the proposed rule to 
list the species. Any proposal to 
desi^ate critical habitat will be 
published in the FedertA Register 
including maps and legal descriptions 
of all areas included in the proposal, 
and public comments will bo solicited. 
The potential economic impacts of the 
critical habitat designation will be 
evaluated during the preparation of the 
reouired economic analysis. 

issue 4, The Wisconsin Department of 
Natural Resources noted that Wisconsin 
sml supports a relatively large number 
of populations of Kamer blue 
butterflies, that some are "quite sizable" 
J^^th swmingly good potential for long¬ 
term viability with favorable 
management, and recommended that 
me Kamer blue butterfly be designated 
tuTMtened, rather than endangered. A 
professional lepidopterist also 
oxpressed the opinion that designation 
would be appropriate, 
me Service responds that endangered 
us 18 warranted in situations where 
^ of extinction 

® significant portion of 
ffl recognizes that a 

ew sizable populations with potential 

howov^^®:™ viability, are sUll extant; 
habitnf^^* Immediate protection and 
to deemed crucial 

Korn long-term viability of 
or blue populations, even at these 


larger sites. The viability of many 
smaller sites, some of which may be 
very important to the recovery of the 
species, is even less certain. As 
discussed in the "Summary of Factors 
Affecting the Species" section, the 
fragility of remaining populations is 
exemplified by the recent loss of the 
population in Ontario due to adverse 
weather conditions. Major habitat 
restoration efforts were underway, and 
managers believed that this population 
of about 1000 second-brood adults was 
secure for the short- to medium-term. 
The collapse of the Albany Pine Bush 
population in New York, firom around 
80,000 butterflies in 1979 to 100-200 
butterflies only eleven years later also 
illustrates the extreme vulnerability of 
this species. Considering the severity of 
decline the Kamer blue butterfly has 
undergone in the past 10 to 15 years, the 
magnitude and imminence of the 
threats, and the vulnerability of existing 
populations, the Service concludes that 
the Kamer blue butterfly is in danger of 
extinction without immediate and 
continuing protection and habitat 
management, and therefore, 
classification as endangered is 
warranted. 

Issue 5. One commenter pointed out 
that evaluation of the Kamer blue 
butterfly’s relative status among the 
states must take into account the 
method of data collection and how the 
results were calculated. Some of the 
data were obtained through transect 
surveys and others from mark-release- 
recapture (MRR) methods, and the two 
methods are not directly comparable. 

The Service recognizes that direct 
comparison of data collected using 
different methods or under different 
circumstances is inappropriate. The 
presentation of status information in 
this document is not intended to 
provide a direct comparison of 
population sizes among the states, 
rather it is presented on a state-by-state 
basis as an indicator of the decline that 
the Kamer blue butterfly has undergone 
throughout its range. Recovery planning 
for this species will involve continued 
monitoring of its status, and the Service 
will be working with those involved in 
monitoring to develop appropriate and 
consistent survey methods. 

Issue 6. Two commenters stated the 
need to clarify how prohibitions against 
"take" would be applied, particularly 
regarding research and management 
activities. One commenter suggested 
that taking of one or two voucher 
specimens be allowed to assure 
adequate documentation of now sites. 
Another commenter expressed concern 
about mark-release-recapture (MRR) 


work with Kamer blue butterflies and 
its potential to cause injury or mortality. 

The Service responds that "take" as 
defined in Section 3(18) of the Act 
means to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, 
shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, collect, 
or attempt to engage in any such 
conduct, and the prohibitions against 
"take" are applic^le to any person 
subject to the jurisdiction of the United 
States. Regulations at 50 CFR 17.3 
define "harm" as an act which actually 
kills or injures wildlife. Such act may 
include significant habitat modification 
or degradation where it actually kills or 
injures wildlife by significantly 
impairing essential behavioral patterns, 
including breeding, feeding, or 
sheltering. Since some form of the 
Kamer blue butterfly (eggs, larvae, or 
adults) is present at all times in habitat 
where it occurs, prohibitions against 
"take" would apply to activities 
involving both the butterflies or the 
occupied habitat. As discussed in the 
"Available Conservation Measures" 
section of this document, permits can be 
issued for activities to enhance the 
propagation or survival of listed species. 
The procedures for obtaining such 
permits for activities involving 
endangered speci es ar e foimd in the 
regulations at 50 CFR 17.22. The Service 
recognizes the need to conduct various 
research and management activities for 
this species that will require permits, 
and will work closely with those 
involved to authorize appropriate 
activities. The potential effects of MRR 
work on Kamer blue butterflies will be 
carefully considered by the Service in 
the issuance of any su^ permits, and 
during the planning of recovery 
activities for this species. 

Issue 7. One commenter 
recommended that the Kamer blue 
butterfly be listed as an endangered 
species, and with it, wild lupine, the 
only known larval food plant for this 
species. 

The Service responds that although 
wild lupine has declined within the 
range of the Kamer blue butterfly, this 
plant species has a wider distribution 
than the Kamer blue butterfly, and 
lupine is more abundant in other parts 
of its range. Lupine also persists in some 
areas within the Kamer blue range 
where the butterflies are no longer 
found. Information available to the 
Service does not suggest that lupine 
warrants consideration for Federal 
listing. 

Issue 8. The Newaygo County Board 
of Commissioners in l^chigan 
expressed conditional support for listing 
the Kamer blue butterfly, provided the 
listing does not affect spraying in 
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connection with the gypsy moth 
eradication program. 

The Service responds that as a result 
of cooperation between the Service, the 
Michigan Department of Natural 
Resources, the Michigan Department of 
Agriculture, and the U.S. Forest Service 
(Forest Sendee) regarding the 1992 
Forest Service Gypsy Moth Suppression 
Program in Michigan, a plan was 
developed to address protection of 
natural resources of concern, including 
the Kamer blue butterfly. The plan 
included establishing no-spray areas 
and buffer zones aroimd occupied 
habitat. The Service recognizes there are 
potential conflicts %vith protection of the 
Kamer blue butterfly in implementing 
both Federal and non-Federal spraying 
promms. The Service will continue 
womng with the Forest Service in 
reviewing future spraying plans, and 
wall be working with non-Federal 
programs and examining additional 
alternatives, such as groimd spraying in 
certain areas and timing of application, 
in order to allow suppression programs 
to proceed. Federal listing will extend 
the protection against tal^g under 
Section 9 of the Act, and will require 
Federal agencies to consult with the 
Service on activities affecting the Kamer 
blue butterfly under Section 7 of the 
Act. However, the Kamer blue butterfly 
has been listed as a threatened species 
by the State of Michigan and, therefore, 
it presently receives some protection 
from take under State law. The Service 
anticipates continuinff coordination and 
cooperation among all those involved 
regarding this issue. 

Summary of Factors Aftocting the 
Species 

After a thorough review and 
consideration of all information 
available, the Service has determined 
that the Kamer blue butterfly {Lycaeides 
melissa samuelis) should be classified 
as an endangered species. Procedures 
found at Se^on 4(a)(1) of the 
Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C 1531 
et seq.) and relations (50 CFR part 
424) promulgated to implement the 
listing provisions of the Act were 
follow^. A species may be determined 
to be an endangered or threatened 
species due to one or more of the five 
factors described in Section 4(a)(1). 
These factors and their application to 
the Kamer blue butterfly (Lycaeides 
melissa samuelis) are as follows: 

A. The present or threatened 
destruction, modification, or 
curtailment of its habitat or range. 
Throughout its range, changes in the 
habitat occupied by the Kamer blue 
butterfly resulting from silviculture, 
urbanization, and the declining 


frequency of wildfires are laigely the 
reasons for its decline (D. Schw^tzer, in 
lift,, 1991). Modification and destruction 
of habitat and fragmentation of 
remaining areas are continuing threats 
to the survival of this butterfly. In 
addition to direct destruction of suitable 
habitat, urbanization has led to fire 
suppression on interspersed habitat; in 
the absence of fire, vesetational 
succession has made ^s habitat 
imsuitable. The threats due to fire 
suppression are discussed in more 
det^ under Factor E. 

In New York, the decline of the 
Kamer blue butterfly resulting from loss 
and alteration of habitat is laigely due 
to industrial, commercial, and 
residential development; fire 
suppression; vegetational succession; 
and habitat fragmentation. Althou^ 
very little of the species’ decline in the 
Albany Pine Bush since 1979 can be 
attributed to overt habitat loss from 
development, prior to then over 90 
percent of the Pine Bush was destroyed 
over a period of perhaps 250 years 
(Schweitzer, in litt,, 1992). The Albany 
Pine Bush, which once covered at least 
25,000 acres, has been reduced to about 
2,500 acres (Givnish et al,, 1988). The 
recent decline in the Albany Pine Bush 
population can be attributed largely to 
improper or absent habitat management. 
Zaromba (1991) noted that in edition to 
habitat loss, dissection of 

as builc^ngs and roads is a major threat 
to the Kamer blue butterfly in New 
York, along with detrimental 
management of lupine stands and 
habitat disturbance due to off-road 
vehicles and horseback ridins. 

Habitat fragmentation and mss of 
habitat throi^ development, combined 
with the extremely sm^l size of the 
remaining population (discussed imder 
Factor E), are the greatest threats to the 
Kamer blue butterfly’s continued 
existence in New England. The pine 
barrens in New Hampshire have largely 
been destroyed as a resuh of industrial, 
commercial, and residential 
development; road and airport 
construction; and gravel and sand 
mining. A major retail mall, recently 
completed on the outer edges of 
Concord’s pine barrens, will encourage 
additional commercial develc^ment and 
further encroachments into pine barren 
habitat. Remaining fragments of this 
natural community are threatened by 
continued development pressures, 
vegetational succession in the absence 
of periodic fires, airport expansion, and 
degradation due to off-roaa vehicular 
use. Sperduto (New Hampshire Natural 
Heritage Invent»y, pars, comm., 1991) 
estimated that 90 to 95-i- percent of the 


historic pine barrens in the Merrimack 
system have disappeared. 

Wisconsin’s native savanna or pine 
and oak barrens community, wUch 
historically was quite prevalent 
throughout central and northwestern 
Wisconsin, and which very likely once 
supported many large metapopulations 
of this taxon, has declined severely. The 
Wisconsin Department of Natural 
Resources also reports that very few 
large contiguous barrens tracts remain 
in Wisconsin and cite the following 
threats to Kamer blue habitat: fire 
suppression and succession, conversion 
to a^culture and pine or CUMstmas tree 
plantations, and other development 
The Department states: ’’These threats 
remain paramount, and in feet are 
intensified, today (Besadny, in lift., 
1992).” Wiscon^ still harbors some 
relatively large Kamer blue populations 
and there are opportunities for long¬ 
term management and protection, but a 
significant long-term habitat 
management effort %vil] be required if 
this potential is to be realized. Many 
other remnant populations of the Kamer 
blue butterfly in Wisconsin are small 
and widely scattered, occurring in 
isolated patches of habitat along 
roadsides, power line clearings, and on 
abandoned agricultural fields (Bleser 

1990) . 

In Michigan, the major cause for the 
butterfly’s decline has been the 
degradation and loss of habitat as a 
result of succession and development. 
The habitat has been affected by fire 
suppression, agriculture, silviculture, 
and off-road vehicles. Remaining Kamer 
blue butterfly populations continue to 
be threatened by the decline and loss of 
wild lupine populations resulting from 
these factors (Wilsmann 1990). 

The two major threats in Indiana 
identified by C Hedge (pars, comm., 

1991) are destmetion of habitat by 
development, and succession resulting 
from fixe suppression. 

Cuthrell (1990) identified fire 
suppression, development, and other 
human disturbance as causes for the 
loss of Kamer blue butterfly habitat in 
Minnesota. The major threat to the 
extant sites is succession, but potential 
logging of the oak savannas also poses 
a threat (R. Baker, Minnesota 
Department of Natural Resources, pers. 

comm., 1991). , 

Irwin and Downey (1979) discussed 
the Kamer blue butterfly as ’’another 


Illinois. . . as a possible result of 
ecological change.” , 

B. Overutilization for commercial, 

recreational, scientific, or educational 


purposes, mere nave 

^ientific collections of Kamer blues in 
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the past (R. Zaremba, The Nature 
Conservancy, pers. comm., 1991), 
although pest collecting is not 
considered to have been a significant 
factor in the butterfly's decline to its 
present condition. However, the Kamer 
Uue butterfly's rarity and distinctively 
beautiful coloration may make it a 
desirable addition to private collections. 
Because the Kamer blue butterfly's 
numbers are so low throughout its 
range, additional taking or collecting for 
any purpose other than part of a 
carefully planned recovery action may 
eliminate some populations and hamper 
recovery efforts. 

C. Disease or predation. Disease and 
predation have not been documented as 
factors in the decline of this species. 

D. The inadequacy of existing 
regulatory mechanisms. The Kamer 
blue butterfly is listed as endangered or 
threatened by several states: 


In New York, the Karner blue butterfly is 
listed as endangered, and the animals and 
parts thereof, including eggs and larvae, are 
protected horn unauthorized take, import, 
transport, possession, or sale. 

The State of Minnesota lists the Kamer 
blue butterfly as a threatened species. 

Minnesota law protects state listed animals 
from take, import, transport, or sale. 

In New Hampshire, the Kamer blue 
butterfly is listed as endangered and is 
protected from unauthorized taking. While 
New Hampshire law directs other State 
agencies to avoid funding, carrying out, or 
authorizing actions that result in the 
destruction of essential habitat, it has not 
prevented the loss of habitat through 
development of private proi>erty. Wild lupine 
is listed by New Hampshire as an endangered 
plant sp^ies. It is protected by the New 
Hampshire Native Plant Protection Act of 
1987, which is implemented by the New 
H^ampshire Natural Heritage Inventory within 
the Department of Resources and Economic 
Development. However, this legislation does 
not prevent alteration of wild lupine habitat 
on private land with the landowner's 
permission. 


In Wisconsin, the Kamer blue butterfly has 
^n remmmended for addition to the State 
iwt as ^tened, and the Department of 
Natural Resources reports that it hopes to 
onnaliy propose the listing during 1992 
(Besadny in lift., 1992). In addition to 
protection from take at occupied sites, 
msconsm law provides for protection and 
on m habitat of State listed species 

on public lands, where a significant 

^portion of Wisconsin K^er blue 
occurrences are found. 

m Michigan, the Kamer blue butterfly is 
prevl?« * species. Michigan law 

occuniftH listed animals and protects 

The StBi larvae at known sites, 

have an nm currently does not 

TL ^ ®cial State list for insects. 

listed not been 

was believed extirpated in that State. 


With the recent rediscovery of a population. 
Illinois is likely to list the Kamer blue as 
endangered, although Federal listina will 
automatically place the species on the 
Illinois endangered species list (S. Lauzon. 
pers. comm., 1992). Under Illinois State law. 
all life forms of listed species are protected 
from take, and therefore, known occupied 
habitat would also receive some protection. 
Some additional habitat protection is also 
provided to listed species through a 
provision pairing a consultation process to 
assess the impacts or actions authorized,,, 
funded, or carried out by State or local 
governments (S. Lauzon. in lift., 1992). 

While most states with extant Kamer 
blue butterfly populations have 
legislation which protects the animals, 
provisions for protection and 
management of the habitat are 
incomplete to non-existent. Destruction 
and alteration of habitat are major 
reasons for the butterfly's decline. 

Some populations of Kamer blue 
butterflies occur on Federal, State, or 
privately owned parks, wildlife refuges, 
or preserves and are thereby recognized 
and protected. However, this protection 
has not prevented the range-wide 
declines of the Kamer blue and its 
habitat due to the reasons discussed in 
Section A above, and Section E below. 

The pine barrens end oak savannas 
where the Kamer blue butterfly occurs 
are uplands underlain by extremely 
well-drained sandy soils and are thus 
afforded no protection by Federal or 
State wetland regulations. Upon Federal 
listing of the Kamer blue butterfly, there 
will be additional protection provided 
from take or transport of the species, 
and from habitat alteration carried out, 
funded, or authorized by Federal 
agencies. The Endangered Species Act 
also provides for needed habitat 
management through the recovery 
process, 

E. Other natural or manmade factors 
affecting its continued existence. The 
presence of wild lupine is essential to 
the occurrence and survival of the 
Kamer blue butterfly. Unaltered by 
humans, a pine barren ecosystem is 
likely to be a mosaic of interspersed 
woody vegetation, such as pitch pine 
(Pinus rigida) and scrub oak [Quercus 
ilicifolia) and more open areas 
characterized by wild lupine, grasses, 
and other plants such as spreading 
dogbane {Apocynum androsaemifolium) 
and New Jersey tea [Ceanothus 
americanus) which serve as nectar 
sources for adult butterflies (The Nature 
Conservancy 1990). 

Historically, the pine barren and oak 
savanna communities were maintained 
by naturally occurring, periodic fires 
that releas^ nutrients and created 
openings favorable for wild lupine and 
other low growing plants. Residential 


and (X)mmercial development in and 
adjacent to these areas has lead to fire 
suppression. Without fiire, vegetational 
succession to unsuitable habitat CKxnirs 
on interspersed undeveloped areas. In 
the absence of fire, many areas once 
dotted with openings and wild lupine 
are now dominated by forest, with little 
or no understory. Fire suppression has 
aflected habitat throughout the range of 
the Kamer blue butterfly. 

Since no life stage of the Kamer blue 
butterfly is completely resistant to fire, 
recently burned lupine sites must be 
colonized by Kamer blue butterflies 
from nearby unbumed sites (Schweitzer 
1989, Givnish et al. 1988). Maintenance 
of the Kamer blue butterfly depends on 
its ability to disperse to newly expanded 
wild lupine sites (Zaremba 1991, 

Givnish et al. 1988, Schweitzer 1989). 
Fragmentation of remaining habitat 
prevents dispersal and results in small 
isolated populations. 

With small, isolated, and declining 
populations, the subspecies is highly 
vulnerable to extinction. Extreme 
isolation, whether by geographic 
distance, ecological factors, or 
reproductive strategy, will prevent the 
influx of new genetic material and can 
result in a highly inbred population 
with low viability and/or fecundity 
(Chesser 1983). Natural fluctuations in 
rainfall, host plant vigor, or predation 
may weaken a population to such an 
extent that recovery to a viable level 
would be impossible. Isolation prevents 
recolonization by butterflies from other 
metapopulations, resulting in 
extinction. 

Small remnant populations are highly 
vulnerable to a variety of factors. 
Weather events can eliminate such 
populations, as exemplified by the 
failure of the Ontario, (Canada remnant 
to survive the impacts of drought in 
1988, followed by unusually cold 
weather in May and June of 1989 (D. 
Schweitzer, in litt., 1991). This 
population was estimated by Schweitzer 
to be around 1000 adults in July 1984, 
which is better than all but a few of the 
populations remaining today. Its demise 
occurred within five or six years, 
despite habitat acquisition and 
protection. Weather events can affect 
the sj>eci88 and its habitat throughout its 
range, pointing out the fragility of the 
many small, and even the larger, 
remaining remnant populations. 
Improper management of existing wild 
lupine habitat, including untimely 
mowing, the improper use of herbicides 
along highways and power line rights- 
of-way, and poorly timed and/or 
configured bums, also threaten remnant 
populations (D. Schweitzer, in lift., 

1991. Bleser 1990, Zaremba 1991). 
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Browsing of wild lupine by deer, 
rabbits, and/or wooachucks also poses a 
threat (D. Sperduto, pers. comm., 1991; 
D. Schweitzer and D. Savignano, 1992, 
in Givnish et aJ, 1988). A relationship 
between the scarcity of adult nectar 
sources and Kamer blue butterfly 
abundance has also been observed 
(Bleser 1990; D. Sperduto, pers. comm., 
1991). Flowering of nectar plants like 
New Jersey tea (Ceanothus americanus) 
can get out of synchrony with the adult 
butterflies; therefore, lack of diverse 
nectar plants may contribute to Kamer 
blue population declines, especially in 
the western part of its range (D. 
Schweitzer, in lift,, 1992). 

The Service has carefully assessed the 
best scientific information available 
regarding the past, present, and future 
threats faced by this subspecies in 
determining to finalize this rule. Based 
on this evaluation, the preferred action 
is to list the Kamer blue butterfly as 
endangered. It has been extirpated from 
three states in the U.S., is virtually 
extirpated from Canada, and has 
undergone significant decline in all six 
states with remaininfl populations. Due 
to the magnitude of the range-wide 
decline of the Kamer blue butterfly, 
particularly within the past decade, and 
the continuing threats from destmction, 
succession, and fragmentation of its 
habitat, this butterfly is in need of 
Federal protection if it is to survive. 
These factors support listing the Kamer 
blue butterfly as an endangered species. 

Critical Habitat 

Section 4(a)(3) of the Act is amended, 
requires that, to the maximum extent 
pmdent arid determinable, the Secretary 
propose critical habitat at the time the 
species is proposed for listing as 
endangered or threatened. Section 3 of 
the Act defines critical habitat as, *‘(i) 
The specific areas within the 
geographical area occupied by a species, 
at the time it is listed in accordance 
with the Act, on which are Found those 
physical or biological features (I) 
essential to the conservation of the 
species and (H) that may require special 
management considerations or 
protection, and (ii) specific areas 
outside the geographical area occupied 
by a species at the time it is listed, upon 
determination that such areas are 
essential for the conservation of the 
species.'* Designation of critical habitat 
is pmdent unless: (1) the species is 
thmatened by taking or other human 
activity, and identification of critical 
habitat can be expected to increase the 
degree of threat to the species, or (2) 
such designation of critical habitat 
would not be beneficial to the species 
(50 CFR 424.12(a)(1)). Designation of 


critical habitat is determinable unless: 

(1) Information sufficient to perform the 
required analyses of the impacts of the 
designation is lacking, or (2) the 
biological needs of the species are not 
sufficiently well known to permit 
identification of an area as critical 
habitat (50 CFR 424.12(a)(2)). 

The Service finds that designation of 
critical habitat for the Kamer blue 
butterfly is not presently determinable. 
Most existing populations of this 
butterfly are located on highly 
fragmented habitat of declining 
suitability. The size, spatial 
configuration, and juxtaposition of 
habitat areas requii^ to provide for the 
long-term survival of existing 
populations have not been identified. 
Range-wide conservation of the Kamer 
blue butterfly may also require 
protection and/or restoration of habitat 
in areas where the species is now 
extirpated. In addition, information 
needed to analyze the impacts of critical 
habitat designation is unavailable at this 
time. 

Since publication of the proposed 
mle, the Service has initiated efforts to 
obtain the information needed to 
determine critical habitat for the Kamer 
blue butterfly. A population and habitat 
viability analysis (PHVA) workshop was 
conducted by the lUCN/SSC Captive 
Breeding Specialist Group and a 
symposium on the Kamer blue butterfly 
was held during April 1992. 
Researchers, species experts, agency 
representatives, and interested 
individuals from across the Kamer blue 
butterfly’s range participated in the 
workshop and symposium. Information 
from the symposium and the 
forthcoming report on the results of the 
PHVA will be used in determining 
critical habitat for the Kamer blue 
butterfly. 

When the Service finds that critical 
habitat is not determinable at the time 
of listing, regulations (50 CFR 
424.17(b)(2)) provide that the 
designation of critical habitat be 
completed within two years of the date 
of the proposed mle to list the species. 
A proposed mle for critical habitat 
designation must be published in the 
Federal Register, and the notification 
process and public comment provisions 
parallel those for a species listing. In 
addition, the Service will evaluate the 
economic and other relevant impacts of 
the critical habitat designation, as 
required under Section 4(b)(2) of the 
Act. 

Available Conservation Measures 

Conservation measures provided to 
species listed as endangwed or 
threatened under the Endangered 


Species Act include recognition, 
recovery actions, requirements for 
Federal protection, and prohibitions 
against certain practices. Recognition 
through listing encourages and results 
in conservation actions by Federal, 
State, and private agencies, groups, and 
individuals. The Endangered Species 
Act provides for possible land 
acquisition and cooperation with the 
States and requires that recovery actions 
be carried out for all species. The 
protection required of Federal agencies 
and the prohibitions against taking and 
harm are discussed, in part, below. 

Section 7(a) of the Act, as amended, 
requires Federal agencies to evaluate 
their actions with respect to any species 
that is proposed or listed as endangered 
or threatened and with respect to 
critical habitat, if any is being 
designated. Regulations implementing 
this interagency cooperation provision 
of the Act are codified at 50 CFR part 
402. Section 7(a)(2) requires Federal 
agencies to ensure that activities they 
authori 2 », fund, or carry out are not 
likely to jeopardize the continued 
existence of such a species or to destroy 
or adversely modify its critical habitat. 
If a Federal action may affect a listed 
species or its critical habitat, the 
responsible Federal agency must enter 
into formal consultation with the 
Service. Federal involvement under 
section 7 is expected for management 
and other land use activities on Federal 
lands with Kamer blue butterfly 
populations. The Fish and Wildlife 
Service and the National Park Service 


are currently conferring about the effects 
of proposed prescribed burning of 
Kamer blue habitat at Indiana Dunes 
National Lakeshore. Other Federally- 
administered locations include U.S. 
Forest Service lands in Michigan, lands 
in New Hampshire for which the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service holds 
conservation easements, and U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service National Wildlife 
Refuge lands and Department of Defense 
lands in Wisconsin. ActiviUes which are 
funded, regulated, or carried out by the 

Federal Aviation Administration 

involving the airport lands in New York 
and New Hampshire where Kamer blue 
butterflies occur will require section 7 
consultation. Some development 
projects involving Kamer blue butterfly 
sites could require authorization from 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineer 
(Corps) for certain project related 
activities in regulated waters or 
wetlands of the United States. The 
Corps is reviewing a permit apphca 
for a proposed marina that may 
adveLly affect the newly rediscovered 
Illinois population. 
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Listing the Karaer blue butterfly will 
encourage additional reaearch and 
provide for the development of needed 
habitat protection and management 
strategies through the recovery process. 
Additional information is needed on 
specific habitat characteristics such as 
plant community species and structure, 
soil dryness, shading, and other factors 
that may affect the suitability of the 
habitat for Kamer blue butterflies. 

Likely recovery activities would also 
include continued monitoring, 
evaluation of habitat management 
techniques, development of site-specific 
protection and management plans, and 
investigations into re-establishing 
populations. 

the Act and implem entin g 
regulations found at 50 CFR 17.21 set 
forth a series of general prohibitions and 
exceptions that apply to all endangered 
wildlife. These prohibitions, in part, 
make it illegal for any person sub|ect to 
the jurisdiction of the United States to 
take, import or export, ship in interstate 
commerce in the course of commercial 
activity, or sell or oflfer for sale in 
interstate or foreign commerce any 
listed spades. It dso is illegal to 
possess, sell, deliver, carry, transport, or 
ship any such wildlife that has been 
taken illegally. Certain exceptions apply 
to agents of the Service and State 
conservation agencies. 

Permits may be issued to carry out 
otherwise prohibited activities 
involving endangered wildlife species 
under certain drcumstances. 

Regulations governing permits are at 50 
CFR 17.22 and 17.23. Such permits are 
available for scientific purposes, to 
enhance the propagation or survival of 
the species, and/or for incidental take in 
connection with otherwise lawful 
activities. 


National EnvironmenUl Policy Act 

The Fish and Wildlife Service has 
etermined that an Environmental 
A^sment, as defined imder the 
au ority of die National Environmental 
Fohcy Act of 1969. need not be 
pre^ in connection with regulations 
Mopted pursuant to section 4(a) of the 
Spedes Act of 1973. as 
fended. A notice outlining the 

determination 

M fw ^ Register 

on October 25,1983 (48 FR 4924^ 
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List of Subjects in 50 CFR Part 17 

Endangered and threatened species, 
Exports, Imports, Reporting and 
recordkeeping requirements, and 
Transportation. 

Regulation Promulgation 


Accordingly, part 17, subchapter B of 
chapter I, title 50 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations is amended as set forth 
below; 

1. The authority citation for part 17 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1361-1407; 16 U.S.C. 
1531-1544; 16 U.S.C 4201-4245; Pub. L. 99- 
625,100 Stat. 3500, unless otherwise noted. 

2. Amend § 17.11(b) by adding the 
following, in alphabetical order, to the List of 
Endangered and Threatened Wildlife, under 
“INSECTS’*. 

117.11 Emlangarad ami Ihraatanad 
wildlifa. 

♦ • ♦ * • 


(h) • 


PART 17—{AMENDED] 
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Species 



Vertebrate pop¬ 

ulation where Cfot..*. 

endangered or 2 >iaius 

threatened 

When 

listed 

Critical 

habKal 


Common name 

Scientific name 

Historic range 

Special 

niles 

Insects 

* e « 



* 


• 


Butterfly. Kamer blue. 

m • m 

MA. Ml, MN. NH. NY. OH, PA, Wl, Can¬ 
ada (Ont.). 

NA . 

• 

E . 484 . 

NA 

• 

NA. 


* 

• • • 


* 

• 


a 



Dated: November 27.1992. 

Bruce Blancliarti, 

Acting Director, Fish and Wildlife Service. 
(FR Doc. 92-30173 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am] 
BILUNG CODE 4310-66-41 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
Fish and Wildlife Service 

50 CFR Part 17 
RiN 1018-AB52 

Endangered and Threatened Wildlife 
and Plants; Determination of 
Endangered or Threatened Status for 
Five Aquatic Snails In South Central 
Idaho 

AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Interior. 

ACTION: Final rule. 

summary: The U.S Fish and Wildlife 
Service (Service) determines 
endangered status pursuant to the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as 
amended (Act), for four Snake River " 
aquatic snails: The Idaho springsnai) or 
Homedale Creek springsnail 
{Pyrgulopsis (— Fontelicella) 
idahoensis), the Utah valvata snail 
(Valvata utahensis), Snake River Physa 
snail [Physa natricina), and the 
undescribed Banbury Springs lanx or 
limpet in the genus Lanx. The Service 
also determines threatened status for 
one aquatic snail species, the Bliss 
Rapids snail (an undescribed monotypic 
genus in the family Hydrobiidae). With 
the exception of Lanx, four of the taxa 
have declined over all but a small 
fraction of their historical range. Today 
these five species are currently 
restricted to a few isolated free-flowing 
reaches or spring alcove habitats in the 
middle Snake River characterized by 
cold, well-oxygenated, unpolluted 
water. Lanx has remained relatively 
stable at three known locations since its 
discovery in 1988. However, because, 
Lanx is Imown only from three sites it 
is most vulnerable to habitat change. 


The free-flowing, cool water 
environments required by these species 
have been impacted by and are 
vuhierable to continued adverse habitat 
modification and deteriorating water 
quality from one or more of the 
following: hydroelectric development, 
peak-loading effects from existing 
hydroelectric project operations, water 
withdrawal and diversions, water 
pollution, and inadequate regulatory 
mechanisms. This is especially true for 
those species/estricted to mainstem 
river environments. Physa natricina and 
Pyrgulopsis idahoensis, but also 
mainstem colonies of Bliss Rapids snails 
and Valvata utahensis. These mainstem 
populations or colonies may also be 
vulnerable to habitat competition from 
an exotic snail [Potamopyrgus 
antipodarum). With the exception of 
several spring habitats at a privately 
owned preserve in the Thousand 
Springs area, remaining pristine spring 
and spring stream complexes in the 
middle Snake River preferred by Lanx, 
Bliss Rapids snail and Utah valvata are 
not protected from all potential threats 
described above. This rule implements 
the protection and recovery provisions 
afforded by the Act for these aquatic 
snails. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: January 13,1993. 
ADDRESSES: The complete file for this 
rule is available for inspection, by 
appointment, during normal business 
hours at the Boise Field Office, U.S. 

Fish & Wildlife Service, 4696, Overland 
Road, Room 576, Boise, Idaho 83705. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Dr. Charles Lobdell at the above address 
(telephone 208/334—1931). 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Background 

The Idaho (Homedale) Springsnail 
(Pyrgulopsis-Fon telicella id ah oensis), 
Bliss Rapids snail (Family Hydrobiidae 
n. sp.), Banbury Springs lanx or limpet 
(Lanx n. sp.). Snake River Physa [Physa 
natricina), and Utah Valvata snail 
(Valvata utahensis) are part of the 
native mollusc fauna of the middle 


Snake River which characteristically 
require cold, fastwater or lotic habitats. 
These five species are part of the 
freshwater mollusc fauna of the middle 
Snake River comprising 37 native 
species including 22 taxa of snails in 
eight families and 15 clam species in 
three families (Frest el al. 1991). 
Although many of these 37 species 
display widespread geographic 
distribution and a greater tolerance for 
pollution, the five lotic species are 
limited geographically and generally 
intolerant of pollution. The **middle” 
Snake River is defined as extending 
from C.J. Strike Reservoir (river mile 
517.6) upstream to Milner Dam (river 
mile 639.1). With few exceptions, extant 
populations of the five taxa are confined 
to this reach; although prior to river 
development and impoundment these 
and other native molluscs “extended 
beyond these artificial and manmade 
boundaries'* (Frest et al. 1991). 

The lotic fauna of the middle Snake 
River have been declining for several 
years due to fragmentation of remaining 
free-flowing habitats and deteriorating 
water quality. Hydroelectric 
development throughout the Snake 
River has directly impacted the 
candidate species through inundation of 
lotic habitats, isolating segmented 
populations, and impacting suitable 
shallow water shoreline habitat from 
project-caused flow fluctuations. Water 
quality continues to degrade in the 
middle Snake River from increased 
water use and withdrawal, aggravated 
by recent drought induced low flows. 
This 121 mile (195 kilometer) stretch of 
the Snake River is impacted by 
agricultural return flows; runoff from 
between 500 and 600 dairies and 
feedlots; effluent from over 140 private, 
state, and Federal fish culture facilities; 
and point source (e.g. municipal 


ilth and Welfare (IDHW) 1991a). 

3SO factors contribute to increased 
rient loads and concentrations wHicd 
um adversely impact the lotic 
•_Irtortina nontribui 
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filamentous algae, which the species 
cannot utilize. This algae will often 
cover rock surfaces, effectively 
displacing suitable snail habitats and 
M resources. Stream sediments also 
become anoxic as high biochemical 
oxygen demand during the aquatic 
growing season and seasonal algae 
dieoffeoccur. , 


springsnail. and Snake River Physa snail 
ere “living fossils.** in that they are 
relicts from ancient lakes. The Bliss 
Rapids snail and Idaho springsnail are 
survivors of the late Pliocene (Blancan) 
Lake Idaho, which covered much of 
southern Idaho. The Snake River Physa 
snail is a relict from Pleistocene lakes 
and rivers in the area (Taylor 1988). The 
Utah valvata snail survives only in the 
Snake River. Idaho, a fraction of its 
former range in Pliocene-Pleistocene 
lakes and rivers covering parts of 
California, Nevada. Idaho. Wyoming 
and Utah (Taylor 1985b). Fossil material 
of the Pliocene Lanx is needed to 
confirm the identity of the newly 
discovered species as being conspecific 
with the Lake Idaho Lanx, though this 
is a new species in any case. 

The Bliss Rapids snail (Family 
Hydrobiidae, n. sp.) was first collected 
live and recognized as a new taxon in 
1959 (Taylor 1982a). but has not yet 
been described in the literature. This 
snail is 2.0-2.5mm (0.8-.10 in) long, 
with three whorls, and is roughly ovoid 
in shape. There are two color variants or 
morphs in the Bliss Rapids snail, the 
colorless or “pale** form and the orange- 
red or “orange** form. The pale morph 
is slightly smaller with rounded whorls 
with more melanin pigment on the body 
(Frest and Johannes 1992a). This snail 


occurs on stable, cobble-boulder 
substratum only in flowing waters in the 
unimpounded reaches of mainstem 
Snake River and also in a few spring 
^ove habitats in the Hagerman Valley, 
i he species does not burrow in 
sediments and normally avoids surfaces 
with attached plants. Known river 
populations (or colonies) of the Bliss 
^pids snail occur only in areas 
^swiated with spring influences or 
rapids edge environments and tend to 
»ank shorelines. They are found at 
varying depths if dissolved oxygen and 
temperature requirements persist and 
^ found in shallow (<icm (.4 in)) 

(Frest and 

nn.T*i^2a). The species is 

photophobic and 
2“ “"the lateral sides and 

crazR nn . t . ®"®*1 '^*11 migrate to 

upDerm (m perilithon) on the 

y* The species can be locally 


quite abundant, and it is e8|)ecially 
abundant on smooth rock surfaces with 
common encrusting red algae. The 
largest known concentration of Bliss 
Rapids snails occurs at The Nature 
Conservancy’s (Conservancy) Thousand 
Springs Preserve (Preserve) with an 
adult population estimated in the “low 
millions*’ (Frest and Johannes 1992a). 
Reproduction in the Bliss Rapids snail 
varies according to habitat; occurring 
October-Febniary in mainstem Snake 
River colonies and February-May in 
large-spring colonies. Egg laying occurs 
within two months of reproduction and 
eggs appecu to hatch within one month. 
Adult snails exhibit a strong seasonal 
die off after reproduction. Turnover 
appears more pronounced in mainstem 
river colonies, possibly due to 
environmental stress (Frest and 
Johannes 1992a). Prior to 1987, the Biiss 
Rapids snail was known primarily from 
the mainstem Snake River boulder bars 
above King Hill (approximately river 
mile 546) to lower Salmon Fails Dam 
(river mile 573) and upstream in Box 
Canyon Sprigs (river mile 588). Taylor 
(1982a) believed that • prior to 
dam construction there was probably a 
single population throughout this range, 
and plausibly upstream as well.” 
Subsequent mollusc surveys by Frest 
(1991b). Pentec (1991b) and Taylor 
(1987) found new subpopulations of the 
Bliss Rapids snail in the mainstem 
Snake River and adjacent spring 
habitats. Pentec (1991b) extended the 
present known range of the species 
upstream approximately 162 miles 
when it found specimens in spring 
habitats above American Falls at river 
mile 749.8, Based on live collections, 
the species currently exists as 
discontinuously distributed populations 
over 204 river miles within its historic 
range. These populations are primarily 
concentrated in the Hagerman reach in 
tailwaters of Bliss and Lower Salmon 
Dams and several unpolluted springs 
(i.e.. Thousand Springs, Minnie Miller 
Springs, Banbury Springs, Niagara 
Springs, and Box Canyon Springs). 

Call (1884) described the Utah valvata 
snail {Valvata utabensis] firom Utah 
Lake. Utah, as Valvata sincera var. 
utabensis. Walker (1902) revised the 
genus Valvata and determined V, 
utabensis to be a species. The Utah 
valvata snail is 4.5mm (.2 in) long, the 
shell is turbinate (about equally high 
and wide) with up to four whorls. In the 
Snake River, V. utabensis lives in deep 
pools adjacent to rapids or in perennial 
flowing waters associated with large 
spring complexes. The species avoids 
areas with heavy currents or rapids. The 
snail prefers well-oxygenated areas of 


non-reducing calcareous mud or mud- 
sand substrate among beds of 
submergent aquatic vegetation. The 
species is absent from pure gravel- 
boulder bottoms. Chora, which 
concentrates both calcium carbonate 
(CaCOa) and silicon oxide (Si02), is a 
common associate. The Utah valvata 
snail is primarily a detritivore, grazing 
along the mud surface ingesting diatoms 
or powdery plant debris. In habitats 
with boulders on mud, the snail has 
been observed grazing diatoms and 
other perilithon on rocky surfaces and 
macrophytes. The Utah valvata snail 
historically occurred from river mile 
492 (near Grandview) to river mile 585 
just above Thousand Springs with a 
disjunct population in the American 
Falls Dam tailwater near Eagle Rock 
damsite at river mile 709. lihe taxa was 
known historically from northern Utaii, 
altiiough recent mollusc surveys 
throughout the State revealed no live 
sites and the species is believed 
extirpated there (Clarke 1991). At 
present this species occurs in a few 
springs and mainstem Snake River sites 
in the Hagerman Valley and at a few 
sites below American Falls Dam 
dowmstream to Burley (Beak 1987; 
Taylor 1987). Recent surveys at the 
Conservancy's Preserve revealed 
declines in numbers and areal extent of 
Utah valvata over a four ye€U period 
(Frest and Johannes 1929a). Live 
colonies of this snail persist in only two 
€ueas at the Preserve with a total 
population at each colony estimated not 
to exceed 6000 individuals. Density 
varied but averaged six live individuals 
counted per quarter meter square within 
each colony. 

The Snake River Physa snail was 
named Physa natricina and described 
by Taylor in 1988. Fossil records of the 
species occur in deposits from 
Pleistocene-Holocene lakes and rivers 
from southeastern Idaho and northern 
Utah. The type locality is the Snake 
River, Gooding County, Idaho. The 
shells of adult Snake River Physa snails 
are about 5-7mm (.2-.3 in) long with 3- 
3.5 whorls. Fresh shells are amber to 
brown in color. The species occurs on 
the undersides of gravel to boulder 
substratum in swift current in the 
mainstem Sneike River. Living 
specimens have been found on boulders 
in the deepest accessible part of the 
river at the margins of rapids. Taylor 
(1982c) believed much of the habitat for 
this species was in deep water beyond 
the range of routine sampling. Taylor 
(1988) cites collections of this species 
from 1956 through 1985 and considered 
its ‘‘modern** range in the Snake River 
to extend from Grandview (based on 
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empty shells) upstream through the 
HMerman Reach (river mile 573). 

Taylor also believes that the 
Grandview subpopulation has become 
extinct since the early 1980's . .as 

the native bottom faima has been 
virtually eliminated in this segment of 
the Snake River/’ Live specimens of the 
Snake River Physa were recorded near 
river mile 675 in 1987 (Beak 1987). 
Pentec (1991b) also reported single live 
animals at river miles 740.2 and 749.1, 
although Frest (199Id) believes these 
may be immature Physella integra or 
Physella gyrina and identificiation needs 
confirmation. Recent comprehensive 
snail surveys in southeastern Idaho and 
northern Utah {Frest et aJ. 1991) and in 
a free-flowing reach near Buel {Frest and 
Johannes 1992a) failed to find live 
specimens. At present, Physa natncina 
remains at only a few locations in the 
Hagerman end King Hill reaches, with a 
disjunct population near Minidoka Dam 
(river mile 675). Live Snake River Physa 
snails are always rare at collection sites; 
it is believed that fewer than 50 live 
Snake River Physa have been collected 
in the middle Snake River (Frest et a!, 
1991). 

Using material collected near 
Homedale, Idaho by H.M. Tucker in 
1930, H.A. Pilsbry described the Idaho 
(Homedale) springsnail as Amicola 
idahoensis (Pilsbry 1933). Gregg and 
Taylor (1965) established the new genus 
Fontelicella and placed F. idahoensis in 
the proposed new subgenus Sotricola, 
Hershler and Thompson (1987), in a 
recent re-evaluation of North American 
hydrobiidae systematics. revised the 
genus and assigned Fonteliceha to the 
genus P^ulopsis. 

The Idano springsnail has a narrowly 
elongate shell reaching a length of S- 
7mm (.2-3 in), with up to 5.5-6 whorls. 
This species is found only in 
permanent, flowing waters of the 
mainstem Snake River; the snail is not 
found in any of the Snake River 
tributaries or in marginal springs 
(Taylor 1982d). The species occurs on 
mud or sand associate with gravel to 
boulder size substratum. It is often 
attached to vegetation (e.g. 

Potamogeton) in riffles. Very little is 
known of the life history. The Idaho 
springsnail is a Lake Id^o endemic, 
and in fossil form has the same potential 
relic range as the Bliss Rapids snail 
(Frest 1991c). Historically, the Idaho 
springsnail was found from river mile 
415 (Homedale) to river mile 553 and 
has been collected at 10 locales. It is 
currently discontinuously distributed in 
the mainstem Snake River at a few sites 
from the headwaters of C.J. Strike 
Reservoir at river mile 518 upstream to 
approximately river mile 553 (Bancroft 


Springs), a reduction of nearly 80 
percent from its historic range. Based on 
repetitive visits to previous sampling 
sites, the species haii declined and 
populations are small. 

The Banbury Springs knx or limpet 
{Lanx n. sp.) is a member of the 
Laiicidae, a small family of pulmonates 
endemic to western North America. The 
species was first discovered by Terrence 
J. Frest in Banbury Springs Cmk in 
1988 and has not yet been formally 
described. The sp^es is distinguished 
with a shell of imiforro red cinnamon 
color, a subcentral apex, with its length 
and height exceeding its width. The 
species has been found only in spring 
run habitats with well oxygenated, 
clear, cold (15—16®C) waters on boulder 
or cobble substratum. All known 
locations have relatively swift currents. 
They are found most often on smooth 
basalt and avoid surfaces with large 
aquatic macrophytes or filamentous 
green algae. Beidc Consultants, Inc. 

(Beak) (1989) reported the species 
(specimens originally identified as 
Fisherola nuttalli) at depths ranging 
from 30 to 75 cm (11.8-29.5 in) on 
boulder substratum. Frest and Johannes 
(1992a) found the species in water as 
shallow as 5 cm (2 in), but depths up 
to 15 cm (6 in) were more typical. All 
lancids are susceptible to dissolved 
oxygen fluctuations since respiration is 
accomplished only through the mantle; 
lungs, gills, and oOier specialized 
respiratory structures are lacking (Frest 
and Johannes 1992a). Common mollusc 
associates of this species include the 
Bliss Rapids snail and vagrant 
pebblesnail (Fluminicola hindsi). 

This limpet was first discovered in 
1988 at Banbury Springs (river mile 589) 
with a second population found in 
nearby Box Onyon Springs in 1989 
(river mile 588). During 1991, a mollusc 
survey at the TNC’s Preserve revealed a 
third population in the outflows of 
Minnie Miller Springs (river mile 584.6) 
(Pentec 1991b). Sub^uent to this 
discovery, a more detailed investigation 
at the Preserve revealed that the single 
colony was sporadically distributed 
within an area of only 12-14 m^ (Frest 
and Johannes (1992a). Population 
density was in the range of 4-48 per m^. 
The total adult population at the 
Preserve was estimated at between 600 
to 1,200 individuals. It should be noted 
that all three populations of Lanx were 
found in alcove spring complexes 
previously surveyed. These spring 
complexes contain large areas of 
adjacent presumably identical habitat 
not occupied by the species. At present 
the Banbury Springs lanx is known to 
occur only in Uie largest, least disturbed 
spring habitats at Banbury Springs, Box 


Canyon Springs, and Thousand Sprinea 
between river miles 584.8 and 589 . 4 . 
Today, these three locations are 

variously affected by ongoing water 
withdrawal and agricultural return 
flows. 

Based on the fossil record, the five 
candidate snails are endemics 
originating in the area within Pliocene 
Lake Idaho and its Pleistocene 
successors (Taylor 1966). In general, the 
fossil record shows a larger past than 
current distribution, with past 
populations considered continuous 
throughout their range. An exception is 
the case of obligate spring species such 
as the Banbury Springs lanx; each 
geographically isolated spring could be 
considered a different population (Frest 
1991c). 

Ecologically, these five species share 
many habitat characteristics, and in 
some locations two or more are 
sympatric. Basically, they require cold, 
clean, well-oxygenated flowing water of 
low turbidity. All the species except tte 
Utah valvata, and possibly tha Idaho 
springsnail prefer gravel to boulder size 
substratum. Despite these affinities, 
each of the five species have slightly 
different habitat preferences. The Idaho 
springsnail and Snake River Physa are 
found only in the free-flowing mainstem 
Snake River while the remaining three 
candidates are usually associated with 
spring or spring-like river habitats. For 
example, the Bliss Rapids snail can be 
founo in both small, shallow spring or 
large, deep spring outflows, while the 
Banbury Springs lanx is known only in 
large spring outflows. The Utah valvata 
snail is able to tolerate slower flowing 
environments with silty vegetated 
substrate better than the rest, although 
it cannot tolerate true impoundment or 
reservoir conditions (Frest 1989b). In 
the mainstem river, they are found in 
areas of the river not suoject to daily or 
seasonal fluctuations. None of the 
species tolerate whitewater areas with 
rapid flow. The species also share 
similar life history characteristics 
related to longevity. With the possible 
exception of Snake River Physa and 
Utah valvata, the species are considered 
annual species witn an average 
longevity of one year. Bliss Rapids snail 
and Banbury Springs lanx experience a 
dieoff of older adults durina the late 
winter-early spring season following 
reproduction, although for the Bliss 
Rapids snail the dieoff is less 
pronounced in large-spring colonies 
(Frest and Johannes 1992a). Utah 
valvata are believed to have a rnaximum 
longevity of two years, although a 
majority only survive a single year. 
Although little is known of 
history for Snake River Physa, longevity 
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likely coincides with related Physa sp. 
and other pulmonates, averaging two 
years. Implications to survival of the 
candidate species is that annual speciea 
wii localized distribution and small 
populations become vulnerable to 
extirpation from stochastic and/or 
catastrophic changes in environmental 
events. The remaining free-flowing river 
and spring/spring outflow habitats for 
these species has been fragmented 
between several impounded reaches of 
the Snake River in southern Idaho. The 
Swan Falls. C. J. Strike. Bliss, Lower 
Salmon Falls, and Upper Salmon Falls 
Dams on the mainstem Snake River 
inundated free-flowing habitat and have 
extirpated populations of these species. 
Past diversion of large spring outflows 
for hydroelectric and agricultural 
purposes have destroyed habitat for 
Bliss Rapids and Utah valvata snails in 
Box Canyon (Taylor 1985a) and 
Thousand Springs. Another more recent 
threat is the discovery of the New 
Zealand mudsnail (Potamopyrgus 
antipodarum) in the middle Snake 
River. The eurytopic mudsnail is 
experiencing explosive growth in the 
river and shows a wide range of 
tolerance for water fluctuations, 
velocity, temperature and turbidity. The 
species seems to prefer wanner, 
polluted waters over pristine cold 
spring environments. At present, it is 
not abundant in habitats preferred by 
Banbury Springs lanx, Bliss Rapids 
snail, or the Utah valvata. However, the 
spedes does compete directly for 
habitats of the Snake River Physa and 
Idaho springsnail in the mainstem 
Snake Wver. Today these endemic 
speaes remain only in a few isolated 
free-flowing segments between the dams 
and for some species, a few spring 
tributanes of the Snake River (Taylor 
19^a. b, c, and d, Frest 1989a). 

The bed of the Snake River is held in 
Public Trust by the State of Idaho. 

Snake River water flowing over the bed 
IS subject to State and Federal water law 
^d water can be appropriated for 
wneficial uses. Water in Box Canyon 
^pnngs Creek is also subject to 
appropriation. Land in the upper half of 
ox Ctoyon Springs Creek is privately 
owned and developed by Earl M. Hardy. 

in the lower end of Box Canyon 
pnngs Creek is managed by the Bureau 
Management (Taylor 1985a). 

^^Wiaining free flowing 
n? frabitat at Thousand Springs is 
ininu Nature Conservancy; 

S by the Conservancy 

and Idaho Power Company in 1986. 
tho n * P^hase provided protection for 
me n^ly of spring outflows 

from further 

PP opriation and development. 


However, there are indications that 
water quality in some of the spring 
outflows is impacted by irrigation and 
aquaculture return flows initiating 
outside the Preserve's boundaries (Frest 
and Johannes 1992a). 

Listing the subject species will result 
in increased protection of remaining 
free-flowing river and large spring 
habitat required by these and other 
sensitive native species such as the 
shortface lanx or giant Columbia River 
limpet {Fisherola nuttalli) (Taylor 
1982a.b,c and d) and the Shoshone 
sculpin (Cottus greenel). These areas 
contain some of the last mainstem 
Snake River habitats with the full range 
of native molluscan species present, and 
thus represent a unique aquatic 
community. 

Federal action on these five mollusks 
began in part as a result of several 
petitions submitted under section 
4(b)(3) of the Act. Dr. Peter Bowler 
submitted a petition to list the Snake 
River Physa snail and the undescribed 
Bliss Rapids snail as endangered on 
February 7,1980. A finding that this 
petition presented substantial 
information that the requested action 
may be warranted was published on 
April 23,1980 (45 FR 27723), The Idaho 
springsnail was the subject of a petition 
submitted on November 12,1987, by Dr. 
Bowler. The Service published on 
December 29,1988, a rinding that the 
petition to list the Idaho springsnail 
presented substantial information that 
listing may be warranted for this 
species. The Service initiated status 
reviews on these three species. 

Section 4(b)(3)(B) of the Act requires 
the Service to make a rinding within 1- 
year of the date a petition is received as 
to whether or not the requested action 
is warranted. If the Service rinds that 
the requested action is warranted, but 
precluded by other pending proposals of 
higher priority, the Service must 
reevaluate the petition annually and 
make findings on whether or not the 
requested action is warranted. In the 
case of the Snake River Physa and Bliss 
Rapids snails, the rirst 12-month rinding 
was published in the Federal Register 
on January 20.1984 (49 FR 2485). 
Annual warranted, but precluded, 
findings were in effect from 1984 
through publication of the proposed 
rule on December 18.1990 (55 FR 
51931). 

Randall Morgan and others petitioned 
the Service to list an undescribed 
species in the genus Lanx, the Banbury 
Springs lanx. as endangered using the 
emeigency provisions of the Act on 
November 13,1989. Whereas the 
Service's status review did not disclose 
the existence of an emeigency within 


the meaning of section 4(b)(7) of the 
Act, it did indicate that proposing the 
Lanx for listing under the normal 
procedures of section 4 is warranted. 

All of the subject species except the 
Banbury Springs lanx have been 
included as candidate species on the 
Service's notices of review. The Snake 
River Physa snail and the Bliss Rapids 
snail were rirst included as category 1 
candidates in the 1984 Review of 
Invertebrate Wildlife (49 FR 21664); 
they retained this staUis in the January 
6.1989 Animal Notice of Review (54 FR 
554). Category 1 candidates are those 
taxa for which the Service has on rile 
enough substantial information on 
biological vulnerability and threats to 
support proposals to list them as 
endangered or threatened species. The 
Utah valvata snail appeared on the 1984 
Review of Invertebrate Wildlife as a 
category 2 candidate, and remained as 
such on the 1989 Animal Notice of 
Review. The Idaho springsnail was rirst 
included as a category 2 candidate on 
the 1989 Animal Notice of Review. 
Category 2 candidates are taxa for which 
information now in pK>8ses8ion of the 
Service indicates that proposing to list 
as endangered or threatened is possibly 
appropriate, but for which conclusive 
date on biological vulnerability and 
threat are not currently available to 
support proposed rules. The November 
21,1991 Animal Notice of Review (56 
FR 58804), reflecting the proposed 
status of these taxa, included all rive 
snails as “PE" (proposed for listing as 
endangered). 

Based upon the petitions, status 
surveys, and other information on file, 
the Service published a proposed rule 
on December 18.1990 (55 FR 51931) to 
list as endangered five aquatic snails: 
the Bliss Rapids snail, Snake River 
Physa snail. Idaho Springsnail, Utah 
valvata snail and the Banbury^ Springs 
lanx or limpet. The proposed rule 
included information provided by 
Taylor (1982 a, c, d, and 1988) and Frest 
(1989b) on the Bliss Rapids, Idaho 
spring, and Snake River Physa snails, by 
Taylor (1982b) for the Utah valvata 
snail, and by Frest (1989a) and the 
Service for the Banbury Springs lanx. 

The Service now determines the 
Idaho springsnail, the Utah valvata 
snail. Snake River Physa snail, and 
Banbury Springs lanx to be endangered 
species and the Bliss Rapids snail to be 
a threatened species with publication of 
this rule. 

Summary of Comments and 
Recommendations 

In the December 18,1990 proposed 
rule, all interested parties were 
requested to submit comments or 
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information that might contribute to the 
development of a h^l determination. 
The public comment period ended on 
February 19,1991. On March 18,1991, 
the Service published a Federal Register 
notice announcing public hearings and 
reopening and extension of the 
comment period through April 30,1991 
(56 FR11401). Announcements of the 
proposed rule and the upcoming 
hearings were also published in two 
newspapers on Mandi 18,1991: the 
Idaho Statesman and the Twin Falls 
Times-News. Public hearings were held 
from 7 to 10 p.m. on April 3,1991 in 
Boise, Idaho, and from 2 to 4 p.m. and 
7 to 9 p.m. on April 4,1991 in 
Hagerman, Idaho. Thirty-two 
commenters presented oral testimony. 
On June 4,1991, the Service request^ 
that C. Michael Falter, University of 
Idaho, assemble a panel of experts to 
review and summ^ze the existing 
technical knowledge on the status of the 
five snail species. To accommodate the 
technical review meeting and receive 
additional comments, the Service 
published a third notice, on October 7, 
1991, reopening the comment period 
through October 31,1991 (56 FR 50550). 
The technical review meeting was held 
on October 21-22,1991, in Boise, Idaho 
with six participants. Three additional 
mollusc experts were invited but did 
not attend. However, these individuals 
did participate in a later review of the 
meeting summary and submitted 
detailed review comments and 
additional substantive information. The 
frnal Summary Report of the Technical 
Review Meeting was received by the 
Boise Field Office on March 26,1992 
(Falter 1992). 

Ninety-eight written comments were 
received on the proposed rule. The 
Service considered all comments 
received, including oral testimony from 
two public hearings on the proposal to 
list the five aquatic snails. A majority of 
comments (ns6G) supported the 
proposed rule. Opposition to the 
proposed rule was based on several 
factors, including the assertion that the 
proposed rule was based upon 
incomplete sources of knowledge on the 
true distribution and abundance of the 
snails. Five written comments opposed 
the proposed listlne and eight letters 
requested a public hearing. In addition, 
^hree Idaho State agencies provided 
written comments. The Idaho 
Department of Parks and Recreation 
wrote in support of the listing, while the 
Idaho Department of Water Resources 
expressed interest in the listing proposal 
and requested the Service undeitake an 

. . analysis of the constraints a 
listing would have on existing and 


proposed projects in the designated 
rea^ . . The Idaho Division of 
Environmental Quality also submitted 
water quality study information for the 
Snake River. Seve^ commenters 
provided new and substantive biological 
information applicable to the listing 
decision. Other comments provided 
information pertaining to further 
research needs and recovery planning. 
Such information will be useful in the 
development of a recovery plan. 
Comments of a similar nature or point 
are grouped for consideration and 
response. A summary of these issues 
and the Service's response to each, are 
discussed below. 

Issue 1: One respondent believed that 
. . from taxonomic and 
morphological perspective, four of the 
species identified in the proposals are 
snails while the fifth is a limpet. 
Therefore the Service should substitute 
the term mollusks fw snails in the title." 

Service response: Limpet is the 
common and standardize term used by 
malacologists when referring to snails 
with low conical or cap shaped shells 
that have lost their coiled character. 
Specifically, the work was first applied 
to marine snails (gastropods^molluscs) 
with a non-coiled shell having an 
imperforate apex. This shell form is 
believed to have evolved separately in 
many different snail lineages to provide 
a more hydrodynamic contour in heavy 
currents. The ^rvice considers use of 
the term "snails" to describe the subject 
species in the final rule both 
appropriate and proper. 

issue 2: Several comments addressed 
the question of the Banbury Springs 
lanx or limpet {Lanx sp.) status as a 
separate taxon. This species shows gross 
morphological similarity to another 
canmdata Snake River l^cid, the 
shortface or giant Columbia River limpet 
(Fisherola nuttali)* One commenter 
believed that further taxonomic 
corroboration is needed for 
discriminating Lanx vs. Fisherola 
". . . before a "new" genus-species is 
recommended for endwgered status." 
Some commenters also maintain that 
there has been some confusion 
regarding misidentifications of the 
Banbury Springs and F. nuUali from 
specimens collected in Box Canyon 
Springs (Beak 1989). Specifically, they 
refer to differences in species 
identification by Dwight Taylor and 
Terrence Frest for several landd 
specimens from the same vial provided 
by Richard Konopac^. 

Service response: The Service 1^ 
considered available scientific evidence 
and concludes that the Banbury Springs 
lanx (Lanx sp.) and F. nuttaJi are 
distinct taxa and spatially segregated. 


Shell features are the primary 
morpholodcal discriminants 
distingui^g the Banbury Springs lanx 
and F. nuttali. These features include 
shell apex location and orientation, 
shape of the posterior and anterior side, 
color, maximum dimensions, and ratios 
of standard shell measurements (Frest 
1991d). The two species are also 
segregated ecologically. The Banbury 
Springs limpet has been collected only 
from spring habitats at three locations 
and there is no evidence of its 
occurrence in the mainstem Snake 
River. Fisherola, on the other hand, is 
known to occur only in the mainstem 
middle Snake River and other mainstem 
Columbia basin rivers and has not been 
found in springs. Regarding the 
conflicting identification by Taylor and 
Frest of some lancid specimens 
collected from Box Canyon Springs, the 
Service notes that the differences were 
most likely due to confusion from using 
unlabeled vials. Frest (1991a) recently 
collected and examined several lancids 
from Box Canyon and also examined 
collections by Taylor (dead) and 
Konopacky (specimens in question); he 
concludes that only one lancid species 
is present, the Banbury Springs l^x. 

Issue 3: Several commenters contend 
that the Service failed to evaluate and 
incorporate information in their 
possession prior to publication of the 
proposed rule. They believed that this 
information indicated the candidate 
species are more widely distributed and 
abundant than indicate in the Service’s 
proposed rule and therefore the spades 
should not be listed. 

Service response: The information in 
question was unpublished data on snail 
range and distributions in the mid- 
Snake river collected in a study by Beak 
Consultants, Incorporated during 1987. 
Snail field data and locations for the 
species of interest were submitted to the 
Boise Field Office on Febhiary 19,1990. 
According to the author of the proposed 
rule Ofly Gore, U.S. Forest Service, 
formerly Fish and Wildlife Service, 
pers. comm.), the information was in 
draft or field note form and was not 
easily interpretable. The Service is 
requested that the information be 
resubmitted in a form that was more 
easily interpretable during the open 
comment period following publicauon 
of the proposed rule. This infonna^ 
has been evaluated and incorporated 
into the final rulemaking process. 

Issue 4: Several commenters 
requested that the Service delay or 
preclude listing the five aquatic 
because too littlo is known 


}re8ent status. They beiiev 
kAilAniiate and insufficient 
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describe overall distribution and 
abundance. For example, statements to 
the effect that: (1) Less than 1 percent 
of the middle Snake River has been 
sampled; (2) the proposed rule is based 
on earlier surveys that failed to 
adequately sample deepwater and other 
' bard to samole'* habitats; and (3) 
recent limited surveys have located new 
populations, which greatly expand the 
"present range” of some of these 
species; these facts . , suggest that 
even very limited additional efforts will 
uncover new populaticms and that all 
representative habitat has not been 
examined.” Several commenters argued 
against the listing asserting that 
sampling for mulluscs exhibiting 
localized and discontinuous 
distribution using non-randomized, 
biased sampling (or sampling ”where 
their previous experience and prior 
knowledge dictate”—Steinhorst 1992) 
will likely miss existing populations; 
therefore conclusions regarding current 
distribution in previous studies were 
not statistically valid. They also contend 
that failure to locate populations of 
molluscs exhibiting discontinuous 
distribution should be expected when 
using this type of ”flawed” sampling. 
Several respondents also suggested that 
the S^ice initiate a comprehensive, 
statistically-based studies program for 
these sj^ies to develop additional data 
on spatial distribution and habitat 
requirements prior to any final listing 
decision. 


Service response: The listing process 
include an opportunity for the public 
to provide input and new information is 
evaluated and considered before a final 
deteTOination is made. Aside firom 
previously cited studies and reports in 
the proposed rule, the Service has 
reviewed and considered new 
information regarding distribution and 
general life history for the five candidate 
pmes for eight recent mollusc surveys 
in Snake River basin. The Service 
use information only from sites where 
specimens were found to 
evaluate and establish current 
pographic range. The use of dead 
spwmena or aholla to establish current 

range ^ be misleading since 

u »P«cies may be 

difficult and sheila are easily 

downstream. Because dead 

for L^7 several years and 

'or ^e taxait is difficult to 

recenUy dead versus 




”live sites” found. The study by Beak 
(1987; referred to in Issue #3) reported 
a single live Snake River Physa below 
Minidoka dam at river mile 875 and two 
new live sites fcv the Idaho springsnail 
(within the historic range cited in the 
proposed rule). Frest (1991b) sinrveyed 
nearly 500 sites for candidate molluscs 
from 198S-91 throughout the Snake 
River and Columbia River basins, 
including 51 sites in the middle Snake 
River. Although Frest collected Bliss 
rapids snail, Idaho springsnail and Utah 
valvata snails, none of the collections 
were considered new live sites and none 
of the candidates were reported outside 
the middle Snake River drainage. Frest 
(1991d) reported evidence of recent 
range reduction for the candidate 
species based on failure to find live 
specimens during surveys by Beak 
(1987) at some of Taylor's earlier sites. 
Pentec (1991b) reported a new "live” 
population of Bliss rapids snail in the 
Snake River associated with spring 
outflows above American Falls reservoir 
at river mile 749,8. The report states that 
this ”. . . collection of live animals 
(Bliss Rapids snails) increased the 
present range of the species upstream by 
162 miles or by 486 percent relative to 
the present range stated in the USFWS 
proposal. . .” These types of range 
descriptions and comparisons are valid 
only when species distribution is 
'continuous' and not fragmented or 
discontinuously distributed as is the 
situation for these species. In any event, 
new live sites reported for the Bliss 
Rapids snail are within the historic 
range cited in the proposed rule, and are 
subject to similar habitat threats as the 
previously cited sites, Pentec also 
reported the third "new” population of 
Banbury Springs lanx discovered in a 
lai^ spring-run at the Preserve (river 
mile 584.6). More recently, a limited 
study on the effects of reservoir 
drawdown on molluscs in the lower 
Snake River below Hells Canyon 
reported the absence of the five 
candidate species in this reach (Frest 
and Johannes 1992b). The authors of 
this study also noted the absence of 
other expected mollusc endemics, even 
the eurytopic and widespread species, 
from exposed shorelines in deepwater 
habitats in impounded reaches. In 
summary, no new significant 
distributional information affecting the 
status of the five taxa were reported by 
any respondent, and in most instances 
the candidate species were not collected 
at most sites S'jnpled in each survey. 
Moreover, with the exception of Lanx, 
the surveys substantiate conclusions in 
the propcWi rule that the candidate 
species are found only in the Snake 


River and have declined to the point 
where they are now absent from vast 
reaches of the Snake River. Regarding 
the argument that the proposed listing is 
based on inadequate and biased 
sampling, the Service concurs with 
Falter's (1992) following summary and 
analysis: 

• • non-randomized, purposeful 
sampling may wall miss existing 
populations", therefore "• . . given suitable 
nabitat, additional populations of these taxa 
might be found with more orderiy, non- 
purpoeefiil sampling. Statistical 
considerations alone do not fully answer that 
possibility. The sampling issue is but part of 
the question of whether one would expect to 
find additional populations of any one of 
these taxa. The suitability of the habitat to 
support the species must also be considered, 
j.e., unaccepUd>le habitat renders nooot the 
question of whether non-sampling of river 
habitats judged to be ecologically 
unacceptable for a species indicates 
possibility of additional habitat where the 
taxa might be found. The stenotopic 
environmental requirements of all of these 
taxa first delimits possible habitat for a 
species. Secondly, one addresses the 
question of adequate sampling of the 
potential habitat, not of all the water 
environment in the river, irregardless Isic) of 
the degree of matching organism 
requirements with the environment. 
Ecological judgement sets the bounds; 
statistical judgement then considers 
adequacy of sampling that potential habitat. 
The ];>anel had no deepwater sampling data 
to review but the findings of recent water 
quality studies of absolute environmental 
unsuitability offered by these habitats 
justifies the conclusion that Gastropods, 
especially taxa only found in habitats very 
different than those presently offered by the 
deepwater habitats are unlikely to be found 
, . Falter goes on to state ". . . The bulk 
of the remaining, poorly sampled Snake 
River does not now offer those habitat 
conditions" (needed by the taxa),". . . so it 
is not potential habitat Reasonable ecological 
inference correctly stratifies those latter areas 
out of consideration as potential habitat." 

These considerations also rule out 
deepwater habitat by these taxa since 
water quality declines with depth in the 
middle Snake River. The Service does 
believe that future mollusc surveys and 
studies may reveal a few additional 
locations with live populations or 
colonies of the candidate species, 
especially in shallow, littoral areas 
influence by springilows. However, it 
is likely that these newly discovered 
populations will be threatened by the 
same activities afiecling the existing 
populations. The Service maintains that 
this final rule is based on the best 
information available. The Service also 
believes that sufficient infbnnatioD is 
provided on these five species to 
warrant making a determination on their 
status at this time. 
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Issue 5: Many comment letters 
expressed concerns with the potential 
economic impacts to agriculture and 
community development along the 
Snake River plain in south central Idaho 
from listing the five snails under the 
Act. For example, several commenters 
were concerned with the potential 
impacts to future hydroelectric 
development along the middle Snake 
River and constraints to existing project 
operations. Another respondent 
requested that the Service designate 
*'. . . mitigation measures that would 
permit normal agricultural practices 
while still protectinc the species . . .**. 

Service response: under section 
4(b)(1)(A) of the Act, listing 
determinations are based solely on the 
best scientific and commercial 
information available and economic 
considerations are not applicable. The 
legislative history of the provisions 
clearly states the intent of Congress to 
“ensure*' that listing decisions are 
“based solely on biological criteria and 
to prevent non>biological considerations 
from aHecting such decisions.’* H.R. 

Rep. No. 97-^35. 97th Congress 2nd 
Session 19 (1982). Because the Service 
is specifically precluded from 
considering economic impacts in the 
final rulemaking process, the Service 
has not addressed such impacts in this 
hnal rule. 

Issue 6: One commenter was 
concerned with the impacts to 
agriculture from designating critical 
habitat. They reouested the Service 
designate critical habitat during the 
frnal rulemaking process **. . . to avoid 
too large an area l^ing designated.** 

Service response: Under section 
4(a)(3)(A) of the Act, the Secretary must 
designate critical habitat to the 
maximum extent prudent and 
determinable at the time a species is 
determined to be threatened or 
endangered. In the proposed rule, the 
Service found that determination of 
critical habitat was not prudent for these 
species. As discussed under the 
“Critical Habitat*' section below, the 
Service continues to find that 
designation of critical habitat for these 
aquatic snails is not prudent at this 
time. Because many of the remaining 
populations for these species are in 
localized springs, the ^rvice believes 
such designation might increase the 
degree of collecting, vandalism, and 
other human activities, thus further 
threatening these five snails. Protection 
of these species* habitats will be 
addressed through the recovery process, 
and through the section 7 consultation 
process. 

Issue 7: One respondent maintained 
that this issue should be decided by the 


State of Idaho and not through the 
Federal listing process. The Service 
should delay listing at this time*** * * 
because the legislature and Water 
Resources Boc^ have extended 
protection to the Middle Snake for a 
number of years and there is no reason 
that this water qualiW and everything 
can’t be taken care of on a state level.” 

Service response: In recent years, 
several programs to address 
deteriorating water quality in the Snake 
River have been initiated by various 
State of Idaho regulatory agencies with 
permitting and enforcement authority 
(IDHW 1991 a and b). One of the first 
of these programs was a water quality 
monitoring study launched in 1990 by 
the Division of Environmental Quality 
(DEQ). That same year the Snake River 
from Shoshone Falls downstream to 
Lower Salmon Falls Reservoir was listed 
as “water quality limited.** This 
determination requires that DEQ 
develop a Total Maximum Daily Load 
(TMDL) for the river which quantifies 
pollutant sources and allocates nutrient 
loads. In a related matter, the DEQ 
recently denied certification for a 
National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit for 
a new fish rearing facility in the middle 
Snake River area. The decision was 
based on DEQ’s interim policy of no net 
increase in total nutrients discharged 
into the Snake River prior to 
development of the TMDL. Passage of 
the Nutrient Management Act passed by 
the Idaho Legislature in 1989 requires 
the DEQ to complete a nutrient 
management plan for the Snake River by 
1993. The Idaho Department of Water 
Resources is involved in planning 
efforts which could result in State 
’‘protected** status for all or portions of 
this stretch of river. Such designation 
would protect “outstanding fish and 
wildlife, recreational, aesthetic, 
historical, cultural, natural or geological 
values • • • for the public benefit and 
enjoyment** from certain activities and 
could preclude further hydro 
development. At present, the stretch 
from below Milner Dam downstream to 
King Hill is under interim protected 
status through 1993. Despite these and 
other programs initiated to halt the 
deterioration of the middle Snake River, 
most are in the early stages, and it is 
unlikely these programs will reverse the 
trend any time soon. In any event, 
regulations that provide protection for 
invertebrate species equivalent to 
provisions of the Federal Endangered 
Species Act do not currently exist in 
Idaho. The Idaho Department of Fish 
and Game does maintain a list of 
wildlife classified as Threatened and 


species that prohibits take or 


possession. However this protection 
does not extend to any non-vertebrate 
species. See the discussion under Factor 
D in “Summary of Factors Affecting the 
Species** for a complete discussion on 
the inadequacy of existing regulatory 
mechanisms for the Idaho springsnail, 
Utah valvata snail. Snake River Physa, 
Banbury Springs lanx and Bliss rapids 
snail. 

Issue 6: One commenter requested 
that the Service prepare as part of the 
final rule a Takings Implications 
Assessment under Executive Order 
12630 to evaluate the risk and strategies 
for the avoidance of the taking of private 
property. 

Service response: Concerning 
Executive Order 12630, ’‘Governmental 
Actions and Interference with 
Constitutionally Protected Property 
Rights** (March 15,1988), the Attorney 
General has issued guidelines on 
implementation of the Executive Order. 
Under the supplemental guidelines for 
the Department of the Interior, a 
“special situations** rule applies when 
an agency is expressly required to take 
an action, making a finding, or give 
consultation based solely upon 
specified criteria that leave the agency 
no discretion; such as the criteria 
outlined in the Endangered Species Act 
(Act) for the listing of species. The 
Attorney General's supplemental 
guidelines state that Taldng Implication 
Assessments (TIA) shall be prepared 
after, rather than before, the agency 
makes the decision upon which its 
discretion is restricted. The purpose of 
TLAs in these special circumstances is to 
inform policymakers of areas where 
vmavoidable taking exposures exist. 
Such TIAs shall not be considered in 


making of administrative decisions 
: must, by law, be made without 
ird to their economic impact, 
visions of the Act require the Service 
ist species based solely on the b^t 
ntific and commercial information 
icating whether or not they are in 
ger of extinction. The Service may 
consider economic impacts in 
dng a listing decision. The listing 
cess is also subject to strict 
Btables and failure to comply n^ 
ject the agency to legal action. The 
visions of the supplemental 
lelines relating to non-discretionary 
ons are applicable to the 
jrmination of threatened and 
angered status for the five snai 

Dies that are subject of this fin^ r^ • 

■sue 9: Two respo"**®"*® 

Service has “overstated the 
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rule that describe adverse impacts to the 
subject species such as •The species are 
threatened by proposed large 
hydroelectric dam developments, 
current peak-loading operations of 
existing hydroelectric water prolects, 
water pollution, reduction in oxygen 
concentration, and possibly competition 
horn a recently intr^uoed hydn^iid 
snairare^. . . conchisory, giving no 
evidence or analysis or citation for 
support/* 

Service response: Despite the above 
claims, no new information was 
provided to contradict the Service's 
contention that the five species are 
threatened by deteriorating water 
quality and other threats present in the 
middle Snake River (see Factor A in 
^'Summary of Factors Affecting the 
Species"). New information submitted 
during the comment period reaffirmed 
that the snails are coMwater stenotopic 
spades restricted to the middle Snake 
River with localized distribution, and 
absent bom impounded reaches. Most 
of this information was found in eight 
mollusc surveys undertaken faom 1987- 
1992 at various locations throughout the 
Snake River Basin (Beak 1987, Beak 
1989, Frest 1991b, Frest and Johannes 
1991, Frest and Johannes 1992a, Frest 
and Johannes 1992b, Pentec 1991b, and 
Taylor 1907). Although range extensions 
were noted for Utah valvata and Bliss 
lipids snails in some of the surveys, 
sites where these and the remaining 
three species were collected occurred 
only in 'preferred or usable* habitat 
types. In fact, snails were absent firom 
most sites and locations sampled in 
each survey. Frest and Johannes (1992a) 
noted declines in abundance and 
distribution of Utah valvata in the 
Conwrvancy's Preserve, a "protecited 
oroa »due to water quality problems 
attnbuted to agricultural and 
aquaculture return flows initiated 
outside the Preserve's boundaries. 

Taylor (1985a) stated that diversion of a 
portion of Box Canyon Creek to the 

Hatchery in the fell 
of 1973 substantially impacted 
PopulaUons of Bliss Rapids snails" 
ownstream in the Bureau of Land 
M^agemenfs Box Canyon Area of 

Env^nmental Concern. He also 
bS? diversion possibly 

habitat for Utah valvata snails 
IhB velocity reduction. Since 

Stenotopic environmental 


Rinfoki apeaes d6im» 

“alacologists 

flSno *®J>o“«ding remaining free- 
devastating 

wSIlH f*® impoundment 

siwllow thorelinehabitate in 


tail water areas due to operating flow 
fluctuations, elevate water temperatures, 
reduce dissolved oxygen levels in 
sediments, modify the rivers ability to 
assimulate point and non-point source 
pollution, and further fragment 
remaining populations. Frest and 
Johannes (1991) acknowledged that 
proposed construction of diversicm 
dams for power production at Kanaka, 
Empire, and Boulder Rapids, river miles 
592.2,594.5, and 597.5, respectively, 
would not impact Utah valvata or any 
other candidate species because the taxa 
no longer occur in that river reach, llie 
authors attributed the snails absence to 
deteriorating water quality and 
emphasized that this stretch of the river 
was becoming marginal mollusc habitat 
for the remaining native roedes. In 
addition, the recent low flows 
associated with the prolonged drought 
in southeast Idaho have contributed to 
continuing water quality problems 
throughout the ^[lake River basin. The 
Service, however, does believe that 
Physa and Bliss Rapids snail would 
benefit from stabilized, non*fluctuating 
water levels in the Lower Salmon Falls 
and Bliss Dam tailwater reaches. As 
discussed in detail in the **Summary of 
Factors Aflecting the Species" section, 
the Service concedes ffiat nearly all of 
the remaining populations of the five 
snails are at risk. 

Summary of Factors AActing the 
Species 

After a thorough review and 
consideration of all information 
available, the Service has determined 
ffiat the Idaho springsnail {Pyrguhpsis 
idahoensis), Ut^ valvata snail (Valvata 
utahensis). Snake River Physa snail 
(Physa natricJna), and Banbury Springs 
lanx (Lanx n. sp.) should be classified 
as endangered species and the Bliss 
Rapids snail (Family Hydrobiidae, n. 
sp.) should be listed as a threaten^ 
species. Procedures required by section 
4 of the Act and regulations {50 CFR 

E art 424) promulgated to implement the 
sting provisions of the Act were 
follow^. Under the Act, a species may 
be determined to be an endangered or 
threatened species due to one or more 
of the five factors described in section 
4(a)(1). These factors and their 
application to the Idaho springsnail, 
Utfidi valvata snail. Snake River Physa 
snail, Bliss Rapids snail, and the 
Banbury Springs lanx are as follows: 

A. The present or threatened 
destruction, modification, or 
curtailment of its habitat or range. 
Activities that could further threaten the 
contiiuied existence of the Bliss Repids 
snail, Utah valvata snail, Idaho 
springsnail, Banbury Springs lanx, or 


Snake River Pbyaa snail include 
proposed large hydroelectric dam 
developmmts, peak-loading operations 
of existinff hydroelectric water projects, 
water polTutian, diversion of water for 
irrigation and aquaculture and small 
hyoroelectfic d^elopment. 

Six proposed hydroelectric projects, 
including two hi^ dam facilities, 
would alter free flowing river reaves 
within the existing range of these snails. 
Dam construcdmi threatens the five taxa 
through direct halritat modification and 
moderates the Snake River's ability to 
assimilate point and non-point 
pollution. Further hydroelectric 
development along the Snake River 
would inundate existing mollusc 
habitats through impoundment, reduce 
critical shallow, littoral shoreline 
habitats in tailwater areas due to 
operating water fluctuations, elevate 
water temperatures, reduce desolved 
oxygra levels in impounded sediments, 
and further fragment remaining 
mainstem populaticms or colonies of 
these snails. 

The Idaho Power Company studied 
the feasibility of additional hydro 
development in the area during the 
early 1980's, and the Federal l^ergy 
Regulatory Commission (Commissicm) 
denied the Company's license requests 
when a mid-1980's power supply needs 
analysis revealed that the Nc^west 
United States would have a power 
surplus into the early 1990'8. However, 
the rapidly ^wing Northwest region is 
forecastinfl power Portages by the late 
1990's and interest in developing 
potential hydro sites on the SnaJi:e River 
is on the rise. 

Currently, Idaho Power Company has 
received a preliminary permit to 
evaluate the development and operation 
of the A.J. Wiley hydropower project 
(Federal Energy Regulatory Comi^ssion 
No. 11020) at river mile 565 on the 
lower Salmon Falls Dam tailwater. The 
reservoir created by this project would 
extend approximately six river miles to 
the tailwaters of the existing lower 
Salmon hydroproject and impound 
approximately 625 surface acres. This 
impoundment would inundate and 
destroy mainstem river habitats for 
existing populations of Snake River 
Physa and Bliss Rapids snail. Dike 
Hydroelectric Partners, (Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission No. 10891) is 
currently evaluating another location, 
the Bliss Dam tailwaters at river mile 
552, for hydropower development. This 

f )roJect would include constnictiGn of a 
arge compacted concrete dam creating 
a 560-acre reservoir, lliis development 
would inundate existing habitat and 
populations of the Idaho springsnail, the 
Bliss Rapids snail, and the Snake River 
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Physa snail that occur near Bancroft 
Springs, Construction of these two 
proposed dams would inundate four 
mainstem sites that are currently 
supporting populations of the Bliss 
Rapid snail; both of the two known sites 
that are currently supporting 
populations of the Snake River Physa 
snail, and at least one known 
population of the Idaho springsnail. 
These two proposed dams would not 
inundate habitat for the Utah valvata 
snail since this snail is well upstream. 
The Banbury Springs lanx occurs in 
three tributary springs that flow into the 
Snake River and these would likely not 
be impacted by the two dams. The 
remaining four proposed hydro projects 
are diversion or run-of-river 
developments (without reservoirs) that 
would alter the flow regime and 
minimize annual flows in the bypass 
reaches at the four Snake River sites. 
Frest and Johannes (1091) believe that 
proposed construction and operation of 
three of these projects for power 
production, Kanaka, Empire and 
Boulder Rapids would not adversely 
impact the Utah valvata or any other 
candidate, so long as efforts to control 
sedimentation during construction are 
implemented. Deteriorating water 
quality is most likely the primary factor 
limiting the native molluscs in this 
reach. Even with improvements in water 
quality in this reach of the Snake River, 
construction of these projects would 
affect recovery efforts since otherwise 
suitable free-flowing habitats would be 
impacted. 

Peak-loading, the practice of 
artiflcially raising and lowering river 
levels to meet short-term electrical 
needs by local run-of-the-river 
hydroelectric projects also threatens 
these species. Peak-loading is a frequent 
and sporadic practice that results in 
dewatering mollusc habitats in shallow, 
littoral shoreline areas. With the 
exception of the Banbury Springs lanx 
and possibly Snake River physa, these 
diurnal water fluctuations prevent the 
candidate species from occupying the 
most favorable habitats. The Bliss Dam 
is approximately six miles above 
Bancroft Springs and may adversely 
affect three known populations of the 
Idaho springsnail, two populations of 
the Bliss Rapids snail, and a population 
of the Snake River Physa snail, by 
restricting littoral habitat during the late 
summer peak-loading operation. Peak¬ 
loading operation of the lower Salmon 
Falls Power Plant may harm three 
mainstem Snake River populations of 
the Bliss Rapids snail, and a population 
of the Snake River Physa snail. The 
combined peak-loading effects firom 


proposed A.J. Wiley and Dike 
hydroelectric projects would also 
impact known populations of the Idaho 
springsnail, most of the extant colonies 
of the Bliss Rapids snail, and both of the 
Snake River P^sa snail populations in 
the Hagerman and King Hill reaches. 
The recently discovered population of 
Bliss Rapids snail above American Falls 
(river mile 749.8) is also subject to the 
effects of water fluctuations from 
operation of the Shelley hydroelectric 
project at river mile 783. 

Based on limited sampling, these 
snails have not been found l^tween 
Milner Dam (river mile 639.1) and 
Shoshone Falb (river mile 614.8). This 
reach of the Snake River is essentially 
dewatered during the irri^tion season 
and remaining low flows have poor 
water quality. It is unlikely ihat these 
species could exist in this river stretch. 
During the irrigation season water 
quality and quantity below Shoshone 
Falls is poor, though both are gradually 
improved by inflow from Snake River 
Plain Spring tributaries through the 
H^erman Reach. 

Tne quality of water in these habitats 
has a direct effect on the species 
survival. The species require cold, well- 
oxygenated unpolluted water for 
survival. Any factor that leads to a 
deterioration in water quality would 
likely extirpate these taxa. For example, 
the Banbury Springs lanx lacks either 
lungs or gills and respires through 
unusually heavy vascularized mantles. 
This species cannot withstand 
temporary episodes of poor water 
quality conditions. Because of its 
stringent oxygen reouirements, any 
factor that reduces dissolved oxygen 
contact for even a few days would very 
likely prove fatal to most or all of the 
populations. Factors that would degrade 
water quality include reduction in flow 
rate, wanning, and increases in the 
concentration of fertilizers, herbicides 
or pesticides from irrigation waste water 
return. The middle Snake River is 
impacted by return flows firom irrigated 
agriculture, runoff from feedlots and 
dairies, hatchery effluent, municipal 
sewage effluent, and other point and 
non-point discharges. During the 
irrigation season, 13 perennial streams 
and more than 50 agricultural drains 
contribute irrigation tailwater to the 
Snake River (IDHW, 1991b). In addition, 
more than 140 commercial, State and 
Federal fish culture facilities discharge 
wastewater into the Snake River and its 
tributaries. These factors, coupled with 
drought-induced low flows, contribute 
to the increased eutrophication and 
general decline of the coldwater lotic 
molluscs of the middle Snake River. 
Water quality in the alcove springs and 


tributary spring streams in the 
Hagerman Rea^ have also been 
somewhat impacted, though not as 
severely as the mainstem river has. The 
Hagerman Reach receives massive cold 
water recharge from the Snake River 
Plain Aquifer. Several of these springs 
and spring tributaries have been 
diverted for hatchery water supplies 
with return flows to the Snake River 
enriched with nutrients. At the 
Conservancy's Preserve at Thousand 
Springs, there b evidence that colonies 
of Utah valvata and Bliss Rapids snail 
have recently declined or been 
eliminated at several sites from changes 
in water quality due to agricultural and 
aquaculture wastewater originating 
outside the area (Frest and Johannes 
1992a). 

Four tributary springs or spring 
streams of the Hagerman area of 3ie 
Snake River—Banbury Springs, Box 
Canyon Springs, Thousand Springs and 
Sand Springs Creek—contain 
populations of two or more of the taxa 
described in this rule. The Banbury 
Springs lanx is found in only three of 
these tributary springs: Banbury, Box 
Canyon and Thousand Springs. The 
Utah valvata and Bliss Rapids snail 
occur in Box Canyon, Thousand Springs 
and the mainstem Snake River. Banbuiy 
Springs has no known threats, but Box 
Canyon Springs is threatened by a small 
hydroelectric project at the upper end of 
Box Canyon and a water diversion dam 
at the lower end of Box Canyon. The 
upper two-thirds of Box Canyon, 
including the water diversion is 
privately owned. The stream and 
associated area below the diversion is 
owned by the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) and was designated 
an Area of Critical Environmental 
Concern (ACEC) in 1986. ’^e ACEC was 
established to manage habitats for three 
candidate molluscs, the Bliss Rapids 
snail, Utah valvata, and Fisherola 
nuttallU and the Shoshone sculpin 
(Coitus greenej). Lanx (Banbury Springs 
lanx) was added to the list of sensitive 
species under ACEC management with 
the discovery of the second of three 
populations of this species in the 
Sculpin Pool at Box Canyon in 1989 
(Beak 1989), Construction of a diversion 
dam for a trout culture facility in upper 
Box Canyon in 1973 eliminated habitat 
of the Bliss Rapids snail, though Taylor 
(1985a) reported that sediment 
produced as a result of constructions 
enhanced habitat for Utah valvata 
downstream in the natur^ pool on dLM 
lands. Ground water mining or 
withdrawal may also impact spring 
stream habitats of the "new Bliss 
Rapids snail population above 
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American Falls Reservoir at river mile 
749 . 8 . Bioloflists of the Shoshone 
Bannock Tribal Reservation have 
observed water fluctuations and 
seasonal declines in spring flows along 
this stretch of the Snake River 
concurrent with the irrigation season 
(DougTakai, biologist, Shoshone 
Bannock Tribal Reservation, pers. 
comm.). Though not fully documented, 
these seasonal declines in spring flows 
seem more pronounced in recent years 
due to ongoing drought conditions. 

Winter cattle grazing and recreational 
access may also bo impacting spring 
habitats of the Bliss Rapids snail on the 
Shoshone Bannock Reservation. 

Although access is controlled, 
waterfowl hunters, and to some extent 
Bshermen. utilize these spring areas 
throughout the Fall and early Winter. 

The Service believes trampling by cattle 
and people will likely produce minimal 
impacts to spring habitats. 

m summajy, the cumulative effects of 
these factors combined with extreme 
low flows throughout much of the 
Snak^ River from over five years of 
drought, continue to threaten the 
remaining habitats and increasingly 
fragmented populations of these five 
species. This is especially true for 
habitats and extant populations in the 
mainstem Snake River. 

B. Overutilization for commercial, 
recreational, scientific, or educational 
purposes. Not known to be applicable. 
However, due to their rarity, some of 
these taxa may have been subject to past 
overutilization for scientific purposes. 
For example, of the less than fifty live 
Snake River Physa snails collected in 
the middle Snake River, nearly all were 
preserved or killed for scientific 
purposes. In other instances, some 
molluscs have become vulnerable to 
ill^al collection for scientific purposes 
folbwing listing under the Act. 

C. Disease or predation. Changes in 
the fish fauna of the middle Snake River 
have been suggested as potentially 
threatening to some or all of the 
candidate taxa. However, no data to 

this suggestion exists. Fish 
predation was not considered a **major 
problem** for these taxa in a recent 
mollusc survey at The Nature 
Un 8 ervancy *8 Preserve (Frest and 
Johannes 1992a). 

B. The inadequacy of existing 
^^^otory mechanisms. The Idaho 
^f^ent of Water Resources 
plates water development in the 

no is 

° “JlocaUon of water on the 
Snake River for fish 
flow, f ^ y®'maintenance 

•nbutary streams to the Snake River 


have been established. Without Federal 
protection under the Act, present 
management regulations are inadequate 
to curb further water withdrawal from 
groundwater spring outflows or 
tributary spring streams. 

Changes in tne use of stored water in 
the Snake River basin to assist recovery 
efforts for other threatened and 
endangered species may also impact 
these species and their habitats. For 
example, the Bonneville Power 
Administration, State of Idaho, and 
Idaho Power Company are exploring 
alternatives to assist outmigrating 
endangered Snake River soi^eye salmon 
lOncorhynchus nerka) and threatened 
spring and summer chinook 
lOncorhynchus tshawystscha) from 
utilizing water from the upper Snake 
River basin. 

The Idaho Department of Health and 
Welfare, Division of Environmental 
Quality, under authority of the State 
Nutrient Management Act, is 
coordinating efforts to identify and 
implement preventative actions which 
will reduce nutrient loading to the 
middle Snake River below Milner Dam 
(IDHW 1991b). These efforts will 
address pollution control strategies for 
this stretch of river through several of 
the following program areas: State 
Agricultural Water Quality Program, 
NPDES permits, 401 Certification, 
Bureau of Land Management land 
management plans, the State Water Plan 
and local ordinances. Despite these 
efforts to better comprehend and halt 
the deterioration of the middle Snake 
River, it is unlikely these programs will 
reverse the trend any time soon, since 
it will be several ye€u*s before any 
recommendations to improve water 
quality outlined in comprehensive 
resource management plans for the 
Snake River are fully implemented. 

There are at least two State agencies 
that have as part of their goals and 
objectives the identification and 
protection of rare taxa and their 
habitats. The Idaho Parks and 
Recreation has authority under Idaho 
Code section 15-3913,1967, to protect 
only plants, with animals not given 
special protection on Idaho lands. The 
Department of Fish and Game, under 
Idaho Code section 36-103, is mandated 
to preserve, protect, perpetuate, and 
manage all wildlife. However, these 
mandates do not extend protection to 
invertebrate species. 

The Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission (Commission) is the agency 
responsible for issuing licenses for 
hydroelectric projects. The Commission 
solicits input from the Service regarding 
environmental impacts that may result 
from proposed projects. The Service's 


comments regarding impacts to 
"candidate** only species, such as the 
five aquatic snails, are advisory in 
nature. The Commission relies upon the 
developer and the Service to resolve 
issues with respect to candidate species. 
Without listing, it is unlikely that the 
Commission would reouire a project 
proponent to mitigate for impacts to 
these species imless the developer did 
so voluntarily. Consequently, the 
Commission's review of projects does 
not provide protection to the five taxa 
covered in tMs rule. 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(Corps) is also involved in the 
permitting of projects on the Snake 
River through their authority under 
section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The 
Corps issues individual and nationwide 
permits for projects that would result in 
the fill of waters of the United States. 
Nationwide permits are often issued for 
relatively small projects (hydroelectric 
projects producing less than 5 
megawatts and some bridge crossings) 
that presumably have minimal 
environmental impacts. Projects 
requiring individual permits undergo 
more extensive environmental review 
and the permits often include 
conditions that require avoidance or 
mitigation for environmental impacts. 
Virtually any project within the range of 
these molluscs would require an 
individual permit as described in 
section 404 of the Clean Water Act, The 
Corps does solicit input from the 
Service regarding impacts to wildlife 
resources. The Corps gives full 
consideration to the Service’s comments 
on permits. However, the Service's 
comments regarding candidate species 
are advisory. In practice, the Corps does 
not give any special consideration to the 
five invertebrates considered herein. 

With the listing of these species as 
threatened or endangered, the Corps and 
the Commission will be required to 
initiate formal consultation pursuant to 
section 7 of the Act on any project that 
may affect one or more of these species. 
Such consultation would result in a 
Biological Opinion on whether or not 
the project proposed to be authorized is 
likely to jeopardize the continued 
existence of the species. With listing, 
both the Commission and Corps will be 
required to insure that any project they 
authorize will not be likely to jeopardize 
the continued existence of these species. 
Conditions that would provide 
protection to the species could be 
incorporated into permits or licenses 
issued. The provisions of section 7 of 
the Act are more fully discussed later in 
this proposed rule. 

E. Other natural or manmade factors 
affecting their continued existence. 
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Although not fully understood, an 
introduced hydrobtid snail, the New 
Zealand mudsnail [Patomapyrgus 
antipodarum (=P. jenkinsi)} may 
complicate surviv^ for these native 
spedes. This noO'Dative species occurs 
throughout the range cd the five species 
included in this rule (Bowler 1989a, 
1989b, 1990). This hydrobiid snail is 
native to New 2^eelcmd and has also 
spread to Eurqpe and Australia. 
Potamopyrgus antipodarum was first 
reported in the middle Snake River in 
1987, when Taylor found the species 
had invacM several alcove spring 
habitats at The Natiuv Conservancy^s 
Preserve. This exotic taxa may have 
been inadvertently introduced by the 
private aquaculture industry in this 
area. By December, 1988, F. 
antipodarum was the dominant taxa in 
the free-flowing habitats of the 
Hagerman Rea^ below Bliss Dam 
(Bowler 1990). It formed dark mats of 
individuals in habitat formerly preferred 
by native species including the Bliss 
Rapids snails and Snake River Physa. 
The species has been observed at 
densities of nearly 400 individuals per 
square inch. Potamopyrgus is 
parthenogenic and ovoviparous, which 
contributes to the ability to build large 
populations rapidly and recover fr'om 
population crashes. The species is 
eurytopic and shows very little 
preference for substrate type or size. The 
mudsnail is much more abundant in thb 
mainstem Snake River than in cold 
spring environments; it is uncommon or 
absent in both unimpacted, pristine or 
stagnent. highly polluted environments 
(Frest and Joannes 1992a). At present, 
Potamopyrgus is not abundant in large 
springs inhabited by Lanx n. sp. and in 
cold springilows with colonies of Bliss 
Rapids snail and Utah valvata. The 
species does, however, compete for 
habitat with Snake River Physa and 
Idaho springsnail and mainstem 
colonies of Bliss Rapids snail and Utah 
vaivata. Potamopyrgus is abundant in 
the Snake River below Bliss Dam to C.J. 
Strike Reservoir and inhabits the same 
littoral sand^sUt substrate as the Idaho 
springsnail (Bowler 1990). In addition, 
the species forms “thick mats*’ of 
individuals at mainstem locations with 
Snake River Physa and Bliss Rapids 
snails. Potential threats to the subject 
species and other native molluscs 
include crowding and competition for 
preferred habitat for mainstem 
populations, and possible attraction and 
support of moUusdvcnous fish and 
avian predators (Bowler 1990). 

Although no information exists 
regarding foraging, it is possible that 
competition for forage may occur in 


areas where preferred habitats are 
limiting /.e., boulder substrate is 
limited. In summary, Potamopyrgus 
appears to impact most directly 
mainstem populations of the candidate 
taxa. At present, it does not appear to 
thieat«i spring populations of Lanx n. 
sp., Bliss Rapi^ «iail and Utah valvata. 
Ihe New Zecdand mudsoail is still 
expanding its range and population in 
the Snake River. Further research on 
Potamopyrgus is reouired to monitor its 
expansion and to fully comprehend its 
full impact to the native molluscs and 
the overall ecolc^ of the Snake River. 

Determination 

The Service has carefully assessed the 
best sci^tific and commercial 
information available regarding the past, 
present, and future threats fac^ by 
these species in determining to issue 
this rule. Based on this evaluation, the 
preferred action is to list the Idaho 
springsnail [Pyrguhpsis idahoensis], 
Utah valvata snail {Valvata utahensis). 
Snake River Physa snail {Physa 
notricina}, and the Banbury Springs 
lanx {JjQnx n. sp.) as endangei^ and the 
Bliss Rapids snail as threatened. With 
the exception of Lanx, four of the taxa 
have declined over all but a small 
fraction of their historical range. Today 
these species generally persist in a few 
isolated free-flowing reaches or spring 
alcove habitats in tte middle Snake 
River diaiacterized by cold well- 
oxygenated unpollut^ water. Lanx has 
remained relatively stable within its 
three known locaticuis since its 
discovery in 1988. However, because 
Lanx is Imown only from three locations 
it is most vulnerable to habitat change. 
The free-flowing, cool water 
environments required by these species 
have been impracted by and are 
vulnerable to continue! adverse habitat 
modification and deteriorating water 
quality. This is especially true for those 
species restricted to mainstem river 
environments, the Snake River Physa 
and Idaho springsnail, but also 
mainstem colonies of Bliss Rapid snails 
and Utah valvata. These mainstem 
species may also be vulnerable to 
habitat competition from an exotic snail. 
With the exception of spring habitats at 
The Nature Conservancys Preserve, 
remaining pristine spring and spring 
stream complexes preferred by Lanx, 
Bliss Rapids snail and Utah valvata are 
not protected from all threats previously 
discussed. Existing regulations do not 
provide adequate protection to prevent 
further direct and indirect habitat 
losses. Because the Idaho springsnail, 
Utah valvata. Snake River Physa, and 
Banbury Springs lanx are in danger of 
extinction throughout all or a significant 


portion of their ranges, they fit the 
definition of endangered as defined in 
the Act. 

The Bliss Rapids snail is the most 
widespread of the five ta3ca, with new 
live populaticms recmitly reported above 
Amerh^ Falls reservoir in springflow 
habitats. It is most abundant in several 
cold springs in the Hagerman Reach, 
and enjoys some degree of protection in 
several unpolluted springs on The 
Nature Conservancy's Preserve at 
Thousand Springs. The number of 
extant populations, including those on 
the Preserve, provides greater flexibility 
in recovery and reduces the likelihood 
that the Bhss Rapids snail %vill go 
extinct in the immediate futura. 
However, remaining mainstem 
populations are variously threatened. 
Because of the limited threats focing the 
Preserve colonies of Bliss Rapids snails 
and the likelihood that limited 
additional populations may be found in 
spring habitats, this species is not now 
in immediate danger of extinction 
throughout all or a significant portion of 
its range. However, the Bliss Rapids 
snail is likely to become in danger of 
extinction in the near future. As a result, 
the Bliss Rapids snail fits the definition 
of threatened species as defined in the 
Act. 

For reasons discussed below, critical 
habitat is not being proposed at this 
time. 

Critical Habitat 

Section 4(aK3) of the Act requires, to 
the maximum extent prudent and 
determinable, that the Secretary 
designate critical habitat at the time a 
species is detmmined to be endangered 
or threatened. The Service has 
determined that critical habitat 
designation for these species is not 
presently prudent. Some populations 
are in localized springs and over¬ 
collecting by roalacologists or vandalism 
could occur if their whereabouts were 
widely known. Regulations 
implementing section 4 of the Act 
provide that a designation of critical 
habitat is not prudent when a species is 
threatened by taking or other human 
activity and identification of critical 
habitat can be expected to increase the 
degree of such threat (50 CFR 424.12). 
Protection of these species’ habitat will 
be addressed through the recovery 
process and through the section 7 
consultation process. The Service 
believes that Federal involvement in the 
areas where these snails persist can be 
identified without the designation of 
critical habitat. Therefore, it would not 
now be prudent to determine critical 
habitat for these species. 
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Available Consemtioii Measures 

Conservation measures provided to 
species listed as endangered or 
threatened under the Act include 
recognition, recovery actions, 
requirements for Federal protection, and 
prohibitions against certain activities. 
Recognition tl^ugh listing encourages 
and results in conservation actions by 
Federal, State, and private agencies, 
groups and individuals. The Act 
provides for possible land acquisition 
and cooperation with the States and 
requires that recovery actions he carried 
out for all listed species. The 
protections required of Federal agencies 
and the prohibitions against taking and 
harm are discussed, in part, below. 

Section 7(a) of the Act, as amended, 
requires Federal agencies to evaluate 
their actions with respect to any species 
listed as endangered or threatened and 
with respect to its critical habitat, if any 
is being designated. Regulations 
implementing this interagency 
cooperation provision of the Act are 
codified at 50 CFR Part 402. Section 
7(a)(4) of the Act requires Federal 
agencies to confer with the Service on 
any action that is likely to jeopardize 
the continued existence of a threatened 
or endangered species or result in 
destruction or adverse modification of 
proposed critical habitat. If a species is 
listed subsequently, section 7(a)(2) 
requires Federal agencies to insure that 
activities they authorize, fund, or carry 
out are not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of such a species or 
to destroy or adversely modify its 
critical habitat. If a Federal action may 
affect a listed species or its critical 
habitat, the responsible Federal agency 
must enter into formal consultation with 
the Service. 

Federal actions that may be affected 
by this final rule include the granting of 
licenses by the Commission for 
hydroelectric/power dam development 
and the issuing of permits under section 
404 of the Clean Water Act by the Corps. 
The Commission will likely be required 
to consult with the Service on the 
previously mentioned hydroelectric/ 
power dam proposals (A.J. Wiley, Idaho 
Power Company and Dike Hydrwlectric 
Company). The Corps and Bureau of 
hand Management will likely he 
required to consult with the Service on 
the Box Canyon water diversion dam. In 
addition, joint consultation by the Corps 
and the Commission with the Service 
may be necessary if any of the projects 
under licensing consideration by the 
Commission include plans for filling. 
Federal or federally assisted programs 
affecting potential Snake River Plain 
Aquifer recharge programs and the 


Environmental Protection Agency's 
NPDES program would also be subject 
to consultation under section 7(a)(2). 

The Act and implementing 
regulations found at 50 CFR 17.21 and 
17.31 set forth a series of general 
prohibitions and exceptions that apply 
to all endangered wildlife, and to dl 
threatened wildlife not covered by a 
special rule. These prohibitions, in part, 
make it illegal for any person subject to 
the jurisdiction of the United States to 
take (including harass, harm, pursue, 
hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, 
collect or attempt any such conduct), 
import or export, transport in interstate 
or foreign commerce in the course of 
commercial activity, or sell or offer for 
sale in interstate or foreign commerce 
any endangered species, or any 
threatened species not covered by a 
special rule. It also is illegal to possess, 
sell, deliver, carry, transport, or ship 
any such wildlife that has been taken 
illegally. Certain exceptions apply to 
agents of the Service and State 
conservation agencies. 

Permits may be issued to carry out 
otherwise prohibited activities 
involving endangered or threatened 
wildlife species under certain 
circumstances. Regulations governing 
endangered species permits are at 50 
CFR 17.22 and 17.23. Such permits are 
available for scientific purposes, to 
enhance the propagation or survival of 
the species, and/or for incidental take in 
connection with otherwise lawful 
activities. Regulations governing 
permits for threatened sjiecies are at 50 
CFR 17.32. Unless otherwise provided 
by a special rule, such permits are 
available for scientific purposes, to 
enhance the propagation or survival of 
the species, for economic hardship, 
zoological exhibition, educational 
purposes, special purposes consistent 
with the Act. and/or for Incidental take 
in connection with otherwise lawful 
activities. 

National Environmental Policy Act 

The Service has determined that an 
Environmental Assessment, as defined 
under the authority of the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, need 
not be prepared in connection with 
regulations adopted pursuant to section 
4(a) of the Endanger^ Species Act of 
1973, as amended. A notice outlining 
the Service's reasons for this 
determination was published in the 
Federal Register on October 25.1983 
(48 FR 49244). 
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The primary author of this final rule 
is Stephen D. Duke, Boise Field Office 
(see ADDRESSES section}. 

List of Su bf o ctf in SO CFR Part 17 

Endangered and threatened species. 
£jq>orts. Imports, Reporting and 
recordkeeping requirements, and 
Transportation. 

RegulatiooCs) Promulgation 

PART 17—[AMENDED] 

Accordingly, part 17, subchapter B of 
chapter I, title 50 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations, is amended as set forth 
below: 

1. The authority citation for part 17 
continues to read as follows: 

Autherity: 16 U.S.C 1361-1407; 16 U.S.C 
1531-1544; 16 U.S.C 4201-4245; Public Law 
99-625,100 Stat. 3500; unless otherwise 
noted. 

2. Amend § 17.11(h) by adding the 
following, in alphabetical order under 
Snails to the List of Endangwed and 
Threatened Wildlife: 

§17.11 Eridangered and threatened 
wildUfe. 

• • * • * 

(h)‘ • • 
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Dated: November 25,1992. 

Richard N. Smith, 

Acting Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Senrice, 

(FR Doc. 92-30174 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am] 
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES 

Administration for Children and 
Families 

45 CFR Part 1303 
RIN 0970-A800 

Head Start Program 

AGENCY: Administration on Children. 
Youth and Families (ACYF), 
Administration for Children and 
Families (ACF), HHS. 

ACTION: Final rule. 

SUMMARY: The Administration on 
Children, Youth and Families is issuing 
this final rule to revise and clarify for 
Head Start grantees and delegate 
agencies the requirements concerning 
appeals by grantees from termination 
and denial of refunding actions. This 
final rule also includes provisions on 
appeals by current or prospective 
delegate agencies of grantees’ rejections 
of, or failures to act on, applications, or 
grantees* terminations of grants or 
contracts. 

The new procedures will reduce 
reporting and paperwork requirements. 
The changes also remove unnecessary 
and duplicative provisions and revise 
the language of the current regulation 
for clarity. 

The most significant change is an 
improvement to the show cause and 
hearings process for Head Start grantees 
by abolishing the current complex and 
costly procedures and utilizing instead 
the Departmental Appeals Board. 

DATES: This rule is effective January 13, 
1993, with the exception of sections 
1303.10 through 1303.23 which will 
become effective upon assignment of an 
OMB approval number. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Wade F. Horn, Ph.D., Commissioner. 
Administration on Children, Youth and 
Families, P.O. Box 1182, Washington. 
DC 20013, (202) 205-8347. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

I. Program Purpose 

Head Start is authorized under the 
Head Start Act (the Act), section 635 of 
Public Law 97-35, the Omnibus Budget 
Reconciliation Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 
9831 et seq.). It is a national program 
providing comprehensive 
developmental services primarily to 
low-income preschool children, age 
three to the age of compulsory school 
attendance, and their families. To help 
enrolled children achieve their full 
potential. Head Start programs provide 
comprehensive health, nutritional, 
educational, social and other services. 


In addition. Head Start programs are 
required to provide for the direct 
participation of the parents of enrolled 
children in the development, conduct, 
and direction of local programs. In FY 
1991, Head Start served 583,471 
children through a network of 1,346 
grantees and 575 delegate agencies 
which have approved written 
agreements with grantees to operate 
Head Start programs. 

II. Purpose of the Rule 

The Administration for Children and 
Families (ACF) is amending the current 
rule governing Head Start grantee and 
delegate agency appeals at 45 CFR part 
1303. The purpose of this revision is to 
eliminate duplication and increase 
efficiency in governmental operations 
by reducing the time expended in 
preparing and holding an appeal, and 
conducting a hearing and reaching a 
final decision. We believe this revision 
will reduce the cost of an appeal and the 
total time required for an appeal from 
the initial request for a review or a 
hearing on the proposed action to a final 
decision- 

III. Summary of the Major Provisions of 
the Rule 

The new regulations significantly 
revises, clarifies, and simplifies the 
appeals process for Head Start grantees 
and current and prospective delegate 
agencies. The changes are in response to 
a review and analysis of data on actual 
appeals filed by Head Start grantees and 
delegate agencies. 

The following is a summary of the 
major provisions of the final rule: 

(1) Currently, grantees may appeal 
three types of actions by the 
Administration for Children and 
Families (ACF): A termination of 
financial assistance; a denial of 
refunding, including certain reductions 
in funding; and a suspension. This rule 
requires that all allowable grantee 
appeals will be heard by the 
I^partmental Appeals Board rather than 
by ACF staff. 

(2) The rule continues to permit 
current and prospective delegate 
agencies to appeal to the grantee agency 
the rejection of an application and the 
failure of a grantee to act on an 
application within a timely period. In 
addition, the rule permits delegate 
agencies, for the first time, to appeal the 
termination of a grant or contract. 

(3) The rule raises attorney fees from 
$100.00 per day to the usual and 
customary fees for the locality in which 
the grantee or delegate agency is 
located, but no higher than $500.00 per 
day. This figure will be adjusted to 


reflect annual increase in the Consumer 
Price Index. 

(4) If a current or prospective delegate 
agency is dissatisfied with the grantee’s 
decision, it may appeal that decision to 
ACF. The rule applies the “arbitrary and 
capricious** standard of review for 
appeals to ACF by current or 
prospective delegate agencies. 

(5j Finally, the rule allows the ACF 
reviewing official to direct a remedy 
where a specific resolution of the 
dispute is appropriate. 

IV. Rulemaking History 

On January 29, 1992, the Department 
published a Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking in the Federal Register (57 
FR 3394), proposing to amend 45 CFR 
part 1303. Interested persons were given 
60 days in which to comment on the 
proposed rule. During the 60 day 
comment period the Department 
received 11 letters containing 38 
comments pertaining to one or more 
sections of the proposed regulation. 
There were two general comments, 13 
comments on Subpart A, 17 comments 
on Subpart B. and six comments on 
Subpart C. 

Section-by-Section Discussion of the 
NPRM 

Two of the comments received were 
general expressions of support for the 
proposed changes. 

Subpart A 

Section 1303.1 

Purpose and Application, No 
comments were received on this section. 

Section 1303.2 

Definitions. No comments were 
received on this section. 

Section 1303.3 

Right to an attorney, attorney fees, 
and travel costs. We received nine 
comments on paragraph 1303.3(a)(lj, 
which concerns the right to an attorney 
and attorney fees. Six of these 
comments were addressed to the NPRM 
provision which allows attorney fees to 
be charged to the program grant in an 
amount equal to the usual and 
customary fees charged in the locality, 
up to $250 per day. Most commenters 
approved the increase in allowable 
attorney fees from $100 per day in the 
current regulation and the provision for 
automatic increases for inflation in the 
maximum allowable fee. Several 
commenters opposed the maximum as 
too low, stating that $250 per day is less 
than the usual rate for an attorney’s 
services, and that, because of the 
limitation, it would be difficult for Head 
Start grantees to find attorneys. 
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While we appreciate that a maximum 
allowance of $250 per day may not meet 
the prevailing market rate for attorney 
fees in all places, we have kept this rate 
in the final rule. We have several 
reasons for doing so. The increase to 
$250 more than doubles the current 
maximum. The maximum fee will now 
be indexed for inflation and so will not 
remain static, as it has in the past. 
Finally, we have no convincing 
evidence that a maximum allowance of 
$250 per day will seriously 
disadvantage grantees. The community 
support that Head Start enjoys should 
provide any assistance grantees might 
need to secure effective representation. 

In addition, we have clarified this 
paragraph by changing the reference to 
‘adjusted for inflation'' to "adjusted 
annually to reflect the percentage 
change in the Consumer Price Index for 
all Urban Consumers". 

We received one comment in support 
of the provision in the regulation that 
attorney fees may be charged to the 
program grant. Two commenters 
opposed the restriction in paragraph 
1303.3(a)(1) that the fees of only one 
attorney may be charged to the program 
grant with respect to a particular 
dispute. We have not changed this 
provision, which we believe is a 
legitimate and necessary way to avoid 
excessive costs being charged to the 
program. We do not believe that the 
bringing of appeals by grantees will be 
unduly hampered as a result of this 
restriction. 

In the NPRM we solicited comments 
on the advisability of allowing payment 
of attorney fees (and attorney's travel 
and per diem costs) only in cases in 
which the grantee is successful in the 
final outcome of its appeal. Three 
comments were received in response to 
this request, all of them in opposition to 
the idea. We propose no change to our 
current policy. 

Section 1303.4 

Bemedies. No comments were 
received on this section. 

Section 1303.5 

Service of process. No comments were 
received on this section. 

Section 1303.6 

Successor agencies and officials. No 
comments were received on this section. 

Section 1303.7 

Effect of failure to file or serve 
documents in a timely manner. One 
comment was received on this section, 
to the effect that the requirements of the 
NPRM are too restrictive. We have not 
changed this section, which, while 


requiring strict adherence to filing 
deadlines, is made more flexible by the 
waiver provisions of section 1303.8. 

Section 1303.8 

Waiver of requirements. No comments 
were received on this section. However, 
we deleted the last sentence of 
paragraph (b), which states that the 
requirements of the paragraph may not 
be waived, and added a new paragraph 
(g), which prohibits waiver of any of the 
requirements of section 1303.8. This is 
more consistent with our intent that 
waivers be granted only in accordance 
with the requirements of this section. In 
addition, we made technical edits to 
paragraph (e). 

Supbart B 

Section 1303.10 

Purpose. No comments were received 
on this section. 

Section 1303.11 

Suspension on notice and opportunity 
to show cause. We received four 
comments on this section. One 
commenter opposed the provision in 
section 1303.11(f) which states that any 
delegate agency that wishes to 
participate in an informal meeting 
regarding an intended suspension of the 
grantee may request permission to do so 
from the responsible Department of 
Health and Human Services* (HHS) 
official. We have not changed this 
provision, which states that the HHS 
official, in acting on any such request 
from a delegate agency, must take into 
account the effect of the proposed 
suspension on the particular delegate 
agency, the extent to which the meeting 
would become unduly complicated as a 
result of granting such permission, and 
the extent to which the interests of the 
delegate agency appear to be adequately 
represented by other participants. Two 
commenters objected to section 
1303.ll(j), which states that an interim 
grantee may be named during a non¬ 
summary suspension. (One of these 
commenters objected to the interim 
grantee provisions of sections 1303.13 
and 1303.14 as well.) We have not 
changed the interim grantee provision of 
this section, which is necessary to 
insure that services to children and 
families continue during the suspension 
of the grant. Another commenter noted 
that section 1303.11(g) does not make 
clear when the responsible official has 
to make a decision if no informal 
meeting is held. We have corrected this 
omission by adding, at the end of the 
second sentence, the words "or, if no 
informal meeting is held, within five 
days of receipt by the responsible HHS 


official of written materia) from all 
concerned parties." 

Section 1303.12 

Summary suspension and opportunity 
to show cause. One commenter objected 
to section 1303.12(1), which states that 
the responsible HHS official may 
appoint an agency to serve as interim 
grantee for a grantee which has been 
summarily suspended. This same 
commenter, and a different commenter, 
objected to the interim grantee provision 
of section 1303.13(e). We have not 
changed the interim grantee provisions 
of these sections, which, like that in 
section 1303, is necessary to insure that 
services to children and families 
continue during the suspension of the 
grant. 

Section 1303.13 

Appeal by a grantee of a suspension 
continuing for more than 30 days. Two 
comments were received opposing the 
interim grantee provision of section 
1303.13(e). As noted above in the 
discussion of section 1303.12, we have 
not changed this provision. One 
commenter to sections 1303.13(f), 
1303.14(c)(2), and 1303.15(d)(3) stated 
that,*in order to speed up the appeals 
process, the notice of adverse action 
should specify that any appeal should 
be sent directly to the Departmental 
Appeals Board (DAB) and that the 
appellant must send a copy of the 
appeal to the responsible HHS official 
and the Commissioner, ACYF. We 
concur with this suggestion and have 
changed the final rule accordingly. A 
comment was received which noted 
that, unlike section 1303.21(a), neither 
section 1303.13,1303.14 nor section 
1303.15 contains any instructions about 
the contents of an appeal. We agree that 
sections 1303.13,1303.14 and 1303.15 
would be more clear and complete with 
instructions on the contents of an 
appeal. Instructions have been added to 
paragraphs 1303.13(f). 1303.14(c)(2) and 
1303.15(d)(3). 

Section 1303.14 

Appeal by a grantee from a 
Termination of Financial Assistance. 
One commenter found section 1303.14 
confusing in that it refers both to a right 
to an appeal and a right to a hearing, but 
only specifies that requests for hearings 
be transmitted to the DAB. This 
commenter suggests that, as in section 
1303.15, this section use the word 
"appeal" throughout. We have changed 
this section by replacing the words 
"responsible HHS official" in paragraph 
1303.14(c)(2) with the words 
"Departmental Appeals Board," and by 
deleting paragraph 1303.14(d). 
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(Paragraphs (e) through (k) of the NPRM 
have been redesignated accordingly.) 
This change both addresses the 
commenter*s concern and eliminates the 
need for the transmission of the 
grantee's appeal request from the 
responsible HHS official to the 
Commissioner. ACYF, and from the 
Commissioner, ACYF, to the 
Departmental Appeals Board. In 
paragraph 1303.14(c)(5), we deleted the 
phrase * the matter has been set 
down for hearing at a stated time and 
place or that • * which was 
inadvertently included in the NPRM. 
Only the Departmental Appeals Board 
should set the date and time for any 
hearing. This change is in accord with 
45 CFR 1303.16(g). 

We received one commejit on this 
section objecting to the absence of a 
statement in the NPRM as to which 
party in an appeal under this section 
and section 1303.15 (dealing with 
appeals from denials of refunding) has 
the burden of proof. The current 
regulation provides that **ACYF will 
have the burden of justifying the 
proposed termination action." We have 
removed this sentence from the final 
rule because appeals will be heard by 
the Departmental Appeals Board. A 
comment was received on paragraph 
1303.14(j) stating that it is highly 
undesirable to allow the responsible 
HHS official to set the deadline for the 
filing of a brief by an appellant who has 
waived its right to a hearing, since the 
official is a party in interest. It was 
suggested that the DAB set the deadline. 
We agree with this comment and have 
changed the final rule accordingly. 

Finally, one commenter opposed the 
interim grantee provision of paragraph 
1303.14(eKl). stating that the naming of 
an interim grantee, except in cases of 
alleged criminal activity or apparent 
danger to children or staff, constitutes 
an assumption that the appeal will not 
be decided in the grantee's favor. In 
response to this comment, we have 
modified the interim grantee provision 
of this section to make clear what 
happens when a grantee appeals an 
administrative decision to court. We 
have added paragraph 1303.14(d)(3), 
which provides that if a grantee does 
not appeal the administrative decision 
to court within 30 days of its receipt of 
it, a replacement grantee will be 
immediately sou^t, and an interim 
grantee named, if needed, pending that 
selection. This modification reflects the 
fact that a replacement grantee may not 
be sought when a grantee appeals an 
administrative decision to court. 
However, we have specified at 
paragraj^ (dH4) that an interim grantee 
may be sought even though the grantee 


has appealed within 30 days, if the 
responsible HHS official determines it 
necessary to do so. Examples of 
circumstances that warrant an interim 
grantee are to protect children and 
families from harm, and Federal funds 
from misuse or dissipation, or both. An 
interim grantee might be needed to keep 
the program viable in the community 
until the permanent successor is 
selected. We believe that 30 days is 
adequate for a grantee to decide to 
appeal since the matter would already 
have been considered in administrative 
proceedings and a record developed. 
Further, we do not believe that the 
process of selecting a permanent grantee 
should be delayed unreasonably. ACYF 
believes that it is important for the 
program's children and their families 
that stability be provided to the program 
as soon as possible, consistent with 
fairness to grantees. We believe the new 
regulation accomplishes that goal. 
Paragraph (d)(2) with regard to 
suspension of funding has been 
modified to clarify that an interim 
grantee will be appointed during the 
appeal period. 

We have made some changes to 
paragraph 1303.14(i) to clarify the 
regulation. Grantee appeals of 
termination actions are to the 
Department Appeals Board. Therefore, 
all of their submissions must be to the 
Board, with copies as required by Board 
procedures. The Board, consistent with 
its current practices, will decide the 
appeal based on the written information 
and argument submitted to it. What is 
properly submitted will be determined 
by the Board, except as may otherwise 
be required by these regulations. 

Section 1303.15 

Appeal by a grantee from a denial of 
refunding. We received one comment in 
opposition to the last sentence of 
paragraph 1303.15(c), which permits 
refunding to be denied if it is concluded 
that continuing a particular program is 
no longer in the public interest. We 
have deleted this provision, since the 
grounds upon which the Department 
may seek to deny refunding are 
sufficiently broad to meet the 
Department's concerns. 

Section 1303.16 

Conduct of hearing. One commenter 
stated that paragraph 1303.16(b) should 
be deleted because DAB regulations 
already have a rule against 
communications outside the record. 
Since the DAB's usual procedure is for 
the presiding officer to set up the 
hearing, it was suggested that paragraph 
1303.16(b) be changed to provide ffiat 
the notice of hearing and issues be filed 


by (instead of with) die presiding 
officer. The same commenter stated that 
it is inappropriate to provide for the 
assistance of an attorney from the 
Department's General Counsel’s office 
since the Board has its own staff 
attorneys. We concur with these 
comments and have made the following 
changes to paragraph 1303.16(b). The 
first sentence has l^en changed and 
now refers only to the prohibition on 
communications outside the record as 
provided by 45 CFR 16.17. The second 
sentence of paragraph 1303.16(b) has 
been deleted. One comment was 
received on paragraph 1303.16(e), 
which allows any person or 
organization that wishes to participate 
in a proceeding to apply for permission 
to do so from the presiding officer. The 
commenter stated that the provision is 
too broadly worded. We do not agree, 
and, therefore, have not changed this 
paragraph, which requires the person or 
organization which wishes to 
participate to state their interest in the 
proceeding, the evidence or arguments 
they intend to contribute, and the 
necessity for the introduction of such 
evidence or arguments. 

Subpart C 

Section 1303.20 

Appeals to grantees by current or 
prospective delegate agencies on 
rejection of an application, failure to act 
on an application, or termination of a 
grant or contract. We received three 
comments on this section. One of the 
comments was on the right of a delegate 
agency to appeal a grantee's decision to 
terminate an agreement with it. This 
commenter strongly opposed this new 
right, saying that when relations 
between a grantee and delegate have 
worsened to the point where the grantee 
is moving to terminate the agreement 
between the parties, the only possible 
solution is intervention by the 
appropriate HHS official. While we are 
cognizant of the fact that grantee- 
delegate agency relations in cases in 
which the grantee is moving to 
terminate the contract which binds 
them may be quite strained, we think 
this step is very important for two 
reasons. First, the delegate's appeal to 
the grantee will create a record which 
the HHS official will have to review if 
that official is called upon to make a 
decision in the matter. Second, a 
thorough review of the situation by the 
parties will result in the resolution of 
more grantee-delegate agency disputes 
before they reach the HHS official. Two 
comments were received on the 
provision of this section which allows a 
delegate agency to have a responsible 
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HHS official review a grantee’s rejection 
or failure to act on an application, or 
termination of a grant or contract. One 
commenter supported this provision, 
while the second opposed it, apparently 
on the ground that “review” by the 
official is not the same as an appeal. We 
have not changed the provision, and 
note that the “review” by an HHS 
official referred to in the NPRM’s 
discussion of this section is in fact an 
appeal to the official (see paragraphs 
1303.20(d) and 1303.21). 

Section 1303.21 

Procedures for appeal by current or 
prospective delegate agencies to the 
responsible HHS official from denials by 
grantees of an application or failure to 
act on an application. Two comments 
were received in opposition to the right 
of prospective delegate agencies, under 
paragraph 1303.21(a), to appeal from a 
grantee’s denial of, or failure to act on, 
an application. The right of prospective 
delegate agencies to bring such appeals 
is found in section 646 of the Head Start 
Act (42 U.S.C. 9841). We have not made 
any changes to this section, which we 
believe simplifies and makes consistent 
the current regulatory provisions. One 
comment was received on paragraph 
1303.21(e)(1), which states that a 
responsible HHS official may meet 
informally with a current or prospective 
delegate agency if the official 
determines that such a meeting would 
be beneficial to the resolution of the 
appeal. The commenter believes that no 
meeting should be held with the 
delegate agency without the grantee 
present, and that the provision that the 
meetings can be conducted by 
conference call should be deleted. 
Paragraph 1303.21(e)(2) states that 
“Both the grantee and the Qui^ent or 
prospective delegate agency may attend 
any informal meeting concerning the 
appeal.” We do not believe the 
comment is well founded and have 
therefore left this paragraph as it was in 
the NPRM. 

Section 1303.22 

Decision on appeal in favor of 
grantee. No comments were received on 
this section. 

Section 1303.23 

Decision on appeal in favor of current 
or prospective delegate agency. No 
comments were received on this section. 


Pedesignation and Consolidation Table 


Currern section 

New section 

1303.1 . 

No redesignatk>n. 

No redesignation. 

No redeslgnatlon. 

1303.2 . 

1303.3 . 


Current section 

New section 

1303.4 . 

No redeslgnatlon. 

None. 

1303.5 

Nor>e. 

1303.6 

None. 

1303.7 

None. 

1303.8 

1303.10 .. 

1303.20 

1303.11 and 1303.14 . 

1303.21 

1303.12 . 

1303.22 

1303.13 and 1303.15-19 .... 

1303.23 

1303.20 . 

1303.15 

1303.21 . 

1303.15 

1303.22 . 

1303.15 

1303.23 . 

1303.15 

1303.24 . 

1303.15 

1303.25 . 

1303.15 

1303.26 . 

None. 

1303.30 . 

1303.10 

1303.31 . 

1303.11 

1303.32 . 

1303.12 

Nor^. 

1303.13 

1303.33 . 

1303.14 

1303.34 . 

None. 

1303.35 .. 

1303.16 

1303.36 . 

None. 

1303.37 . 

None. 


V. Impact Analysis 
Executive Order 12291 

Executive Order 12291 requires that a 
regulatory impact analysis be prepared 
for major rules, which are defined in the 
Order as any rule that has an annual 
effect on the national economy of $100 
million or more, or certain other 
specified effects. The Department has 
determined that this rule is not a major 
rule within the Executive Order because 
it will not have an annual effect on the 
economy of $100 million or more; nor 
result in a major increase in costs or 
prices for consumers, any industries, 
any governmental agencies, or any 
geographic region; and, it will not have 
an adverse effect on competition, 
employment, investment, productivity, 
innovation, or on the ability of United 
States-based enterprises to compete 
with foreign-based enterprises in 
domestic or import markets. 

This rule revises and clarifies the 
existing regulatory provisions regarding 
Head Start grantee and delegate agency 
appeals. It eliminates duplication and 
increases efficiency in governmental 
operations by reducing the time 
necessary to prepare an appeal, conduct 
a hearing, and reach a final decision. 
The final rule also revises, clarifies and 
simplifies the appeals process for Head 
Start grantees ^d current and 
prospective delegate agencies. The final 
rule requires that all allowable grantee 
appeals will be heard by the 
Departmental Appeals Board; permits a 
delegate agency to appeal the 
termination of a grant or contract; and 
allows the ACF reviewing official to 
direct a remedy where a specific 
resolution of the dispute is appropriate. 

Our estimate of resource needs 
indicates that, while this final rule 


would affect some grantees and 
delegates who exercise their right to an 
appeal, it will not have a significant 
impact on the economy or result in a 
major increase in costs or prices for a 
substantial number of entities. We based 
this estimate on previous Head Start 
grantee and delegate agency appeals and 
the additional resources in some 
instances needed to implement the 
requirements. However, we estimate 
that this revision of the appeals process 
will be a direct benefit to the 
Government, grantees and the public 
since appeals procedures are simplified 
and one level of review is eliminated, 
thereby reducing some costs and 
speeding up the entire process. Thus, 
the Department concluded that this rule 
is not a major rule within the meaning 
of the Executive Order because it does 
not meet the threshold criteria. 

Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980 

Consistent with the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act of 1980 (5 U.S.C. chapter 
6) we have tried to anticipate and 
reduce the impact of rules and 
paperwork requirements on small 
businesses. The public burden is 
estimated to be 45 hours of work load 
per response. This is a reduction in the 
paperwork burden placed on grantees 
because there will be less duplication of 
documents given the reduction in 
appeal levels. For each rule with a 
“significant economic impact on s 
substantial number of small entities” we 
must analyze the rule’s impact on small 
entities. Small entities are defined by 
the Act to include small businesses, 
small non-profit organizations, and 
small governmental entities. While this 
final rule would affect small entities, it 
will not have a significant economic 
impact on a substantial number of small 
entities. For these reasons, the Secretary 
certifies that this rule will not have a 
significant impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. 

Paperwork Reduction Act 

Under the Paperwork Reduction Act 
of 1980, Public Law 96-511, all 
Departments are required to submit to 
the Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) for review and approval any 
reporting or record keeping requirement 
in a proposed and final rule. This final 
rule contains information collection 
requirements in § 1303.10 through 
§ 1303.23 which will be submitted to 
OMB for review and approval in 
accordance with § 3504(h). 
Organizations and individuals desiring 
to submit comments on the information 
collection requirements should direct 
them to the agency official designated 
for this purpose, whose name appears in 
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this preamble, and to the Office of 
Information and Regulatory Affairs. 
OMB, New Executive Office Building 
(room 3002), Washington, DC 20503, 
AttenUon: Desk Officer for HHS/ACF. 

List of Subjects in 45 CFR Part 1303 

Administrative practice and 
procedures. Appeal procedures for Head 
Start grantees and current or prospective 
delegate agencies. Education of 
disadvantaged. Grant programs-social 
programs, 

(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
Prc^ram Number 93.600, Project Head Start) 
Dated: July 1.1992. 

Jo Anne B, Barnhart. 

Assistant Secretary for Children and Families. 

Approved: August 18,1992. 

Lonis W. Sullivan. 

Secretary. 

For the reasons set forth in the 
Preamble, chapter XIII. subchapter B. 
part 1303, of title 45 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations is revised to read as 
follows: 

PART 1303—APPEAL PROCEDURES 
FOR HEAD START GRANTEES AND 
CURRENT OR PROSPECTIVE 
DELEGATE AGENCIES 

Subpsrt A-~G«neral 

Sec. 

1303.1 Purpose and application. 

1303.2 Definitions. 

1303.3 Right to attorney, attorney fees, and 
travel costs. 

1303.4 Remedies. 

1303.5 Service of process. 

1303.6 Successor agencies and officials. 

1303.7 Effect of failure to file or serve 
documents in a timely manner. 

1303.8 Waiver of requirements. 

Subpart 6—Appeals by Grantees 

1303.10 Purpose. 

1303.11 Suspension on notice and 
opportunity to show cause. 

1303.12 Summary suspension and 
opportunity to show cause. 

1303.13 Appeal by a grantee of a 
suspension continuing for more than 30 
days. 

1303.14 Appeal by a grantee from a 
termination of financial assistance. 

1303.15 Appeal by a grantee from a denial 
of refunding. 

1303.16 Conduct of hearing. 

Subpart C—Appeals by Current or 
Prospective Delegate Agencies 

1303.20 Appeals to grantees by current or 
prospective delegate agencies of rejection 
of an application, failure to act on an 
application, or termination of a grant or 
contract. 

1303.21 Procedures for appeal by current or 
prospective delegate agencies to the 
responsible HHS official from denials by 
grantees of an application or failure to 
act on an application. 


1303.22 Decision on ap{>ea] in favor of 
grantee. 

1303.23 Decision on appeal in favor of the 
current or prospective delegate agency. 

Authority: 42 U.S.C 9801 et seq. 

Subpart A— General 

S 1303.1 Purpose and application. 

This part prescribes regulations based 
on section 646 of the Head Start Act, 42 
U.S.C. 9841, as it applies to grantees and 
current or prospective delegate agencies 
engaged in or wanting to engage in the 
operation of Head Start programs under 
the Act. It prescribes the procedures for 
appeals by current and prospective 
delegate agencies from specified actions 
or inaction by grantees. It also provides 
procedures for reasonable notice and 
opportunity to show cause in cases of 
suspension of financial assistance by the 
responsible HHS official and for an 
appeal to the Departmental Appeals 
Board by grantees in cases of denial of 
refunding, termination of financial 
assistance, and suspension of financial 
assistance. 

§1303.2 Definitions. 

As used in this part: 

Act means the Head Start Act, 42 
U.S.C. section 9831, et s^. 

ACYF means the Administration on 
Children, Youth and Families in the 
Department of Health and Human 
Services, and includes Regional staff. 

Agreement means either a grant or a 
contract between a grantee and a 
delegate agency for the conduct of all or 
part of the grantee's Head Start program. 

Day means the 24 hour perioa 
beginning at 12 a.m. local time and 
continuing for the next 24 hour period. 

It includes all calendar days unless 
otherwise expressly noted. 

Delegate Agency means a public or 
private non-profit organization or 
agency to which a grantee has delegated 
by written agreement the carrying out of 
all or part of its Head Start pro^am. 

Denial of Refunding means tne refusal 
of a funding agency to fund an 
application for a continuation of a Head 
Start program for a subsequent program 
year when the decision is based on a 
determination that the grantee has 
improperly conducted its program, or is 
incapable of doing so properly in the 
future, or otherwise is in violation of 
applicable law, regulations, or other 
policies. 

Funding Agency means the agency 
that provides funds directly to either a 
grantee or a delegate agency. ACYF is 
the funding agency for a grantee, and a 
grantee is the funding agency for a 
delegate agency. 

Grantee means the local public or 
private non-profit agency which has 


been designated as a Head Start agency 
under 42 U.S.C. 9836 and which has 
been granted financial assistance by the 
responsible HHS official to operate a 
Head Start nrogram. 

Interim Grantee means an agency 
which has been appointed to operate a 
Head Start program for a period of time 
not to exceed one year while an appeal 
of a denial of refunding, termination or 
suspension action is pending. 

Prospective Delegate Agency means a 
public or private non-profit agency or 
organization which has applied to a 
grantee to serve as a delegate agency. 

Responsible HHS Official means the 
official who is authorized to make the 
grant of financial assistance to operate a 
Head Start program or his or her 
designee. 

Submittal means the date of actual 
receipt or the date the material was 
served in accordance with § 1303.5 of 
this part for providing documents or 
notices of appeals, and similar matters, 
to either grantees, delegate agencies, 
prospective delegate agencies, or ACYF 

Substantial Rejection means that a 
funding agency requires that the 
funding of a current delegate agency be 
reduced to 80 percent or less of the 
current level of operations for any 
reason other than a determination that 
the delegate agency does not need the 
funds to serve all the eligible persons it 
proposes to serve. 

Suspension of a grant means 
temporary withdrawal of the grantee’s 
authority to obligate grant funds 
pending corrective action by the 
grantee. 

Termination of a grant or delegate 
agency agreement means permanent 
withdrawal of the grantee’s or delegate 
agency’s authority to obligate previously 
awarded grant funds before that 
authority would otherwise expire. It 
also means the voluntary 
relinquishment of that authority by the 
grantee or delegate agency. Termination 
does not include: 

(1) Withdrawal of funds awarded on 
the basis of the grantee’s or delegate 
agency’s underestimate of the 
unobligated balance in a prior period; 

(2) Refusal by the funding agency to 
extend a grant or award additional 
funds (such as refusal to make a 
competing or noncompeting 
continuation renewal, extension or 
supplemental award); 

(3) Withdrawal of the unobligated 
balance as of the expiration of a grant; 

(4) Annulment, i.e., voiding of a grant 
upon determination that the award was 
obtained fraudulently or was otherwise 
illegal or invalid from its inception. 

Work day means any 24 hour period 
beginning at 12 a.m. local time and 
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continuing for 24 hours. It excludes 
Saturdays, Sundays, and legal holidays. 
Any time ending on one of the excluded 
days shall extend to 5 p.m. of the next 
full work day. 

§ 1303.3 Right to attorney, attorney fees, 
and travel costa. 

(a) All parties to proceedings under 
this part, including informal 
proceedings, have the right to be 
represented by an attorney, 

(1) Attorney fees may be charged to 
the program grant in an amount equal to 
the usual and customary fees charged in 
the locality. However, such fees may not 
exceed $250.00 per day, adjusted 
annually to reflect the percentage 
change in the Consumer Price Index for 
All Urban Consumers (issued by the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics) beginning 
one year after the effective date of these 
regulations. The grantee or delegate 
agency may use current operating funds 
to pay these costs. The fees of only one 
attorney may be charged to the program 
grant with respect to a particular 
dispute. Such fees may not be charged 

if the grantee or delegate agency has an 
attorney on its staff, or if it has a retainer 
agreement with an attorney which fully 
covers fees connected with litigation. 

The grantee or delegate agency shall 
have the burden of establishing the 
usual and customary fees and shall 
furnish documentation to support that 
determination that is satisfactory to the 
responsible HHS official. 

(2) A grantee or delegate agency may 
designate up to two persons to attend 
and participate in proceedings held 
under this Part. Travel and per diem 
costs of such persons, and of an attorney 
representing the grantee or delegate 
agency, shall not exceed those allowable 
under Standard Governmental Travel 
Regulations in effect at the time of the 
travel. 

(b) In the event that use of program 
funds under this section would result in 
curtailment of program operations or 
inability to liquidate prior obligations, 
the party so affected may apply to the 
responsible HHS official for payment of 
these expenses. 

(c) The responsible HHS official, upon 
being satisfied that these expenditures 
would result in curtailment of program 
operations or inability to liquidate prior 
obligations, must make payment 
therefor to the affected party by way of 
reimbursement from currently available 
funds. 

§1303.4 Remedies. 

The procedures established by 
subparts B and C of this Part shall not 
be construed as precluding AGYF from 


pursuing any other remedies authorized 
by law. 

§ 1303.5 Service of process. 

Whenever documents are required to 
be filed or served under this part, or 
notice provided under this part, 
certified mail shall be used with a 
return receipt requested. Alternatively, 
any other system may be used that 
provides proof of the date of receipt of 
the documents by the addressee. If this 
regulation is not complied with, and if 
a party alleges that it failed to receive 
documents allegedly sent to it, there 
will be a rebuttable presumption that 
the documents or notices were not sent 
as required by this part, or as alleged by 
the party that failed to use the required 
mode of service. The presumption may 
be rebutted only by a showing 
supported by a preponderance of 
evidence that the material was in fact 
submitted in a timely manner. 

§ 1303.6 Successor agencies and officials. 

Wherever reference is made to a 
particular Federal agency, office, or 
official it shall be deemed to apply to 
any other agency, office, or official 
which subsequently becomes 
responsible for administration of the 
program or any portion of it. 

§ 1303.7 Effect of failure to file or serve 
documents In a timely manner. 

(a) Whenever an appeal is not filed 
within the time specified in these or 
related regulations, the potential 
appellant shall be deemed to have 
consented to the proposed action and to 
have waived all rights of appeal. 

(b) Whenever a party has failed to file 
a response or other submission within 
the time required in these regulations, 
or by order of an appropriate HHS 
responsible official, the party shall be 
deemed to have waived the right to file 
such response or submission. 

(c) A party fails to comply with the 
requisite deadlines or time frames if it 
exceeds them by any amount. 

(d) The time to file an appeal, 
response, or other submission may be 
waived in accordance with § 1303.8 of 
this part. 

§ 1303.8 Waiver of requirements. 

(a) Any procedural requirements 
required by these regulations may be 
waived by the responsible HHS official 
or such waiver requests may be granted 
by the Departmental Appeals Board in 
those cases where the Board has 
jurisdiction. Requests for waivers must 
be in writing and based on good cause. 

(b) Approvals of waivers must be in 
writing and signed by the responsible 
HHS official or by the Departmental 
Appeals Board when it has jurisdiction. 


(c) *‘Good cause*’ consists of the 
following: 

(1) Litigation dates cannot be 
changed; 

(2) Personal emergencies pertaining to 
the health of a person involved in and 
essential to the proceeding or to a 
member of that person’s immediate 
family, spouse, parents, or siblings; 

(3) The complexity of the case is such 
that preparation of the necessaiy 
documents cannot reasonably be 
expected to be completed within the 
standard time ft-ames; 

(4) Other matters beyond the control 
of the party requesting the waiver, such 
as strikes and natural disasters. 

(d) Under no circumstances may 
“good cause** consist of a failure to meet 
a deadline due to the oversight of either 
a party or its representative. 

(e) Waivers of tirnely filing or service 
shall be granted only when necessary in 
the interest of fairness to all parties, 
including the Federal agency. They will 
be granted sparingly as prompt 
resolution of disputes is a major goal of 
these regulations. The responsible HHS 
official or the Departmental Appeals 
Board shall have the right, on own 
motion or on motion of a party, to 
require such documentation as deemed 
necessary in support of a request for a 
waiver. 

(f) A request for an informal meeting 
by a delegate agency, including a 
prospective delegate agency, may be 
denied by the responsible HHS official, 
on motion of the grantee or on his or her 
own motion, if the official concludes 
that the written appeal fails to state 
plausible grounds for reversing the 
grantee’s decision or the grantee’s 
failure to act on an application. 

(g) The requirements of this section 
may not be waived. 

Subpart B—Appeals by Grantees 
§ 1303.10 Purpose. 

(a) This subpart establishes rules and 
procedures for the suspension of a 
grantee, denial of a grantee’s application 
for refunding, or termination of 
assistance under the Act for 
circumstances related to the particular 
grant, such as ineffective or improper 
use of Federal funds or for failure to 
comply with applicable laws, 
regulations, policies, instructions, 
assurances, terms and conditions or, in 
accordance with part 1302 of this 
chapter, upon loss by the grantee of 
legal status or financial viability. 

(b) This subpart does not apply to any 
administrative action based upon any 
violation, or alleged violation, of title VI 
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. 
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§ 1303.11 Suspension on notice and 
opportunity to show cause. 

(a) After receiving concurrence from 
the Commissioner, ACYF, the 
responsible HHS official may suspend 
financial assistance to a grantee in 
whole or in part for breach or threatened 
breach of any requirement stated in 

§ 1303.10 pursuant to notice and 
opportunity to show cause why 
assistance should not be suspended. 

(b) The responsible HHS official will 
notify the grantee as required by 

§ 1303.5 or by telegram that ACYF 
intends to suspend financial assistance, 
in whole or in part, unless good cause 
is shown why such action should not be 
taken. The notice will include: 

(1) The grounds for the proposed 
suspension; 

(2) The effective date of the proposed 
suspension; 

(3) Information that the grantee has 
the opportunity to submit written 
material in opposition to the intended 
suspension and to meet informally with 
the responsible HHS official regarding 
the intended suspension; 

(4) Information that the written 
material must be submitted to the 
responsible HHS official at least seven 
days prior to the effective date of the 
proposed suspension and that a request 
for an informal meeting must be made 
in writing to the responsible HHS 
official no later than seven days after the 
day the notice of intention to suspend 
was mailed to the grantee; 

(5) Invitation to correct the deRciency 
by voluntary action; and 

(6) A copy of this subpart. 

(c) If the grantee requests an informal 
meeting, the responsible HHS ofRcial 
will fix a time and place for the meeting. 
In no event will such meeting be 
scheduled less than seven days after the 
notice of intention to suspend was sent 
to the grantee. 

(d) The responsible HHS official may 
at his or her discretion extend the 
period of time or date for making 
requests or submitting material % the 
grantee and will notify the grantee of 
any such extension. 

(e) At the time the responsible HHS 
official sends the notice of intention to 
suspend financial assistance to the 
grantee, the official will send a copy of 
it to any delegate agency whose 
activities or failures to act are a 
substantial cause of the proposed 
suspension, and will inform such 
delegate agency that it is entitled to 
submit written material in opposition 
and to participate in the informal 
meeting with the responsible HHS 
official if one is held. In addition, the 
responsible HHS official may give such 


notice to any other Head Start delegate 
agency of the grantee. 

(f) Within three days of receipt of the 
notice of intention to suspend financial 
assistance, the grantee shall send a copy 
of such notice and a copy of this subpart 
to all delegate agencies which would be 
financially affected by the proposed 
suspension action. Any delegate agency 
that wishes to submit written material 
may do so within the time stated in the 
notice. Any delegate agency that wishes 
to participate in the informal meeting 
regarding the intended suspension, if 
not otherwise afforded a right to 
participate, may request permission to 
do so from the responsible HHS official, 
who may grant or deny such 
permission. In acting upon any such 
request from a delegate agency, the 
responsible HHS official will take into 
account the effect of the proposed 
suspension on the particular delegate 
agency, the extent to which the meeting 
would become unduly complicated as a 
result of granting such permission, and 
the extent to which the interests of the 
delegate agency requesting such 
permission appear to be adequately 
represented by other participants. 

tg) The responsible HHS official will 
consider any timely material presented 
in wTiting, any material presented 
during the course of the informal 
meeting as well as any showing that the 
grantee has adequately corrected the 
deficiency which led to the suspension 
proceedings. The decision of the 
responsible HHS official will be made 
within five days after the conclusion of 
the informal meeting, or, if no informal 
meeting is held, within five days of 
receipt by the responsible HHS official 
of written material from all concerned 
parties. If the responsible HHS official 
concludes that the grantee has failed to 
show cause why financial assistance 
should not be suspended, the official 
may suspend financial assistance in 
whole or in part and under such terms 
and conditions as he or she specifies. 

(h) Notice of such suspension will be 
promptly transmitted to the grantee as 
required in § 1303.5 of this part or by 
some other means showing the date of 
receipt, and shall become effective upon 
delivery or on the date delivery is 
refused or the material is returned. 
Suspension shall not exceed 30 days 
unless the responsible HHS official and 
the grantee agree to a continuation of 
the suspension for an additional period 
of time. If termination proceedings are 
initiated in accordance with § 1303.14, 
the suspension of financial assistance 
will be rescinded. 

(i) New obligations incurred by the 
grantee during the suspension period 
will be not be allowed unless the 


granting agency expressly authorizes 
them in the notice of suspension or an 
amendment to it. Necessary and 
otherwise allowable costs which the 
grantee could not reasonably avoid 
during the suspension peric^ will be 
allowed if they result from obligations 
properly incurred by the grantee before 
the effective date of the suspension and 
not in anticipation of suspension or 
termination. At the discretion of the 
granting agency, third-party in-kind 
contributions applicable to the 
suspension period may be allowed in 
satisfaction of cost sharing or matching 
requirements. 

(j) The responsible HHS official may 
appoint an agency to serve as an interim 
grantee to operate the program until the 
grantee’s suspension is lifted. 

(k) The responsible HHS official may 
modify the terms, conditions and nature 
of the suspension or rescind the 
suspension action at any time on his or 
her own initiative or upon a satisfactory 
showing that the grantee has adequately 
corrected the deficiency which led to 
the suspension and that repetition is not 
threatened. Suspension partly or fully 
rescinded may. at the discretion of the 
responsible HHS official, be reimposed 
with or without further proceedingSp 
except that the total time of suspension 
may not exceed 30 days unless 
termination proceedings are initiated in 
accordance with § 1303.14 or unless the 
responsible HHS official and the grantee 
agree to continuation of the suspension 
for an additional period of time. If 
termination proceedings are initiated, 
the suspension of financial assistance 
will be rescinded. 

11303.12 Summary suapenalon and 
opportunity to show cause. 

(a) After receiving concurrence from 
the Commissioner, ACYF, the 
responsible HHS official may suspend 
financial assistance in whole or in part 
without prior notice and an opportunity 
to show cause if it is determined that 
immediate suspension is necessary 
because of a serious risk of: 

(l) Substantial injury to property or 
loss of project funds; or 

(2) Violation of a Federal, State, or 
local criminal statute; or 

(3) If staff or participants' health and 
safety are at risk. 

(b) The notice of summary suspension 
will be given to the grantee as required 
by § 1303.5 of this part, or by some other 
means showing the date of receipt, and 
shall become effective on delivery or on 
the date delivery is refused or the 
material is returned unclaimed. 

(c) The notice must include the 
following items: 
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(1) The effective date of the 
suspension; 

(2) The grounds for the suspension; 

(3) The extent of the terms and 
conditions of any full or partial 
suspension; 

(4) A statement prohibiting the 
grantee from making any new 
expenditures or incurring any new 
obligations in connection with the 
suspended portion of the program; and 

(5) A statement advising the grantee 
that it has an opportunity to show cause 
at an informal meeting why the 
suspension should be rescinded. The 
request for an informal meeting must be 
made by the grantee in writing to the 
responsible HHS offfcial no later than 
five workdays after the effective date of 
the notice of summary suspension as 
described in paragraph (b) of this 
section. 

(d) If the grantee requests in writing 
the opportunity to show cause why the 
suspension should be rescinded, the 
responsible HHS official will fix a time 
and place for an informal meeting for 
this purpose. This meeting will be held 
within five workdays after the grantee’s 
request is received by the responsible 
HHS official. Notwithstanding the 
provisions of this paragraph, 3ie 
responsible HHS official may proceed to 
deny refunding or initiate termination 
proceedings at any time even though 
financial assistance of the grantee has 
been suspended in whole or in part. 

(e) Notice of summary suspension 
must also be furnished by the grantee to 
its delegate agencies within two 
workdays of its receipt of the notice 
from ACYF by certified mail, return 
receipt requested, or by any other means 
showing dates of transmittal and receipt 
or return as undeliverable or unclaimed. 
Delegate agencies affected by the 
summary suspension have ihe right to 
participate in the informal meeting as 
set forth in paragraph (d) of this section. 

(f) The effective period of a summary 
suspension of financial assistance may 
not exceed 30 days unless: 

(1) The conditions creating the 
summary suspension have not been 
corrected; or 

(2) The parties agree to a continuation 
of the summary suspension for an 
additional p)eriod of time; or 

(3) The grantee, in accordance with 
paragraph (d) of this section, requests an 
opportunity to show cause why the 
summary suspension should be 
rescinded, in which case it may remain 
in effect in accordance with paragraph 

(h) of this section; or 

(4) Termination or denial of refunding 
proceedings are initiated in accordance 
with § 1303.14 or § 1303.15. 


(g) Any summary suspension that 
remains in effect for more than 30 da>’s 
is subject to the requirements of 
§ 1303.13 of this part. The only 
exceptions are where there is an 
agreement under paragraph (f){2) of this 
section, or the circumstances described 
in paragraph (f)(4) or (h)(1) of this 
section exist. 

{h)(l) If the grantee requests an 
opportunity to show cause why a 
summary suspension should be 
rescinded, the suspension of finandal 
assistance will continue in effect until 
the grantee has been afforded such 
opportunity and a decision has been 
made by the responsible HHS official. 

(2) If the suspension continues for 
more than 30 days, the suspension 
remains in effect even if it is appealed 
to the Departmental Appeals Board. 

(3) Notwithstanding any other 
provisions of these or other regulations, 
if a denial of refunding occurs or a 
termination action is instituted while 
the summary suspension is in effect, the 
suspension shall merge into the later 
action and funding shall not be 
available until the action is rescinded or 
a decision favorable to the grantee is 
rendered. 

(i) The responsible HHS official must 
consider any timely material presented 
in writing, any material presented 
during the course of the informal 
meeting, as well as any other evidence 
that the grantee has adequately 
corrected the deficiency which led to 
the summary suspension. 

(j) A decision must be made within 
five work days after the conclusion of 
the informal meeting with the 
responsible HHS official. If the 
responsible HHS official concludes, 
after considering the information 
provided at the informal meeting, that 
the grantee has failed to show cause 
why the suspension should be 
rescinded, the responsible HHS official 
may continue the suspension, in whole 
or in part and under the terms and 
conditions specified in the notice of 
suspension. 

(k) New obligations incurred by the 
grantee during the suspension period 
will not be allowed unless the granting 
agency expressly authorizes them in the 
notice of suspension or by an 
amendment to the notice. Necessary and 
otherwise allowable costs which the 
grantee oould not reasonably avoid 
during the suspension period will be 
allowed if they result from obligations 
properly incurred by the grantee before 
the effective date of the suspension and 
not in anticipation of suspension, denial 
of refunding or termination. 

(l) The responsible HHS official may 
appoint an agency to serve as an interim 


grantee to operate the program until 
either the grantee’s summary 
suspension is lifted or a new grantee is 
selected in accordance with subpart B of 
this part. 

(m) At the discretion of the funding 
agency, third-party in-kind 
contributions applicable to the 
suspension period may be allowed in 
satisfaction of cost sharing or matching 
reguirements. 

(n) The responsible HHS official may 
modify the terms, conditions and nature 
of the summary suspension or rescind 
the suspension action at any time upon 
receiving satisfactory evidence that the 
grantee has adequately corrected the 
deficiency which led to the suspension 
and that the deficiency will not occur 
again. Suspension partly or fully 
rescinded may, at the discretion of the 
responsible HHS official, be reimposed 
with or without further proceedings. 

§ 1303.13 Appeal by a grantee of a 
suspension continuing for more than 30 
days. 

(a) This section applies to summary 
suspensions that are initially issued for 
more than 30 days and summary 
suspensions continued for more than 30 
days except those identified in 
paragraph § 1303.12(g) of this part. 

(b) After receiving concurrence from 
the Ck)mmissioner, ACYF, the 
responsible HHS official may suspend a 
grant for more than 30 days. A 
suspension may, among other bases, be 
imposed for the same reasons that 
justify termination of financial 
assistance or which justify a denial of 
refunding of a grant. 

(c) A notice of a suspension under 
this section shall set forth: 

(1) The reasons for the action; 

(2) The duration of the suspension, 
which may be indefinite; 

(3) The fact that the action may be 
appealed to the Departmental Appeals 
Board and the time within which it 
must be appealed. 

(d) During the period of suspension a 
grantee may not incur any valid 
obligations against Federal Head Start 
grant funds, nor may any grantee 
expenditure or provision of in-kind 
services or items of value made during 
the period be counted as applying 
toward any required matching 
contribution required of a grantee, 
except as otherwise provided in this 
part. 

(ej The responsible HHS official may 
appoint an agency to serve as an interim 
grantee to operate the program until 
either the grantee’s suspension is lifted 
or a new grantee is selected in 
accordance with subparts B and C of 45 
CFRpart 1302. 
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(0 Any appeal to the Departmental 
Appeals Board must be made within 
five days of the grantee*s receipt of 
notice of suspension or return of the 
notice as undeliverable, refused, or 
unclaimed. Such an appeal must be in 
writing and it must fully set forth the 
grounds for the appeal and be 
accompanied by all documentation that 
the grantee believes is relevant and 
supportive of its position. 

All such appeals shall be addressed to 
the Departmental Appeals Board, and 
the appellant will send a copy of the 
appeal to the Commissioner, ACYF, and 
the responsible HHS ofhcial. Appeals 
will be governed by the Departmental 
Appeals Board’s regulations at 45 CFR 
part 16, except as otherwise provided in 
the Head Start appeals regulations. Any 
grantee requesting a hearing as part of 
its appeal shall be afforded one by the 
Departmental Appeals Board. 

(g) If a grantee is successful on its 
appeal any costs incurred during the 
period of suspension that are otherwise 
allowable may be paid with Federal 
grant funds. Moreover, any cash or in- 
kind contributions of the grantee during 
the suspension period that are otherwise 
allowable may be counted toward 
meeting the grantee’s non-Federal share 
requirement. 

(h) If a grantee’s appeal is denied by 
the Departmental Appeals Board, but 
the grantee is subsequently restored to 
the program because it has corrected 
those conditions which warranted the 
suspension, its activities during the 
period of the suspension remain outside 
the scope of the program. 

Federal funds may not be used to 
offset any costs during the period, nor 
may any cash or in-kind contributions 
received during the period be used to 
meet non-Federal share requirements. 

(i) If the Federal agency institutes 
termination proceedings during a 
suspension, or denies refunding, the 
two actions shall merge and the grantee 
need not file a new appeal. Rather, the 
Departmental Appeals Board will be 
notihed by the Federal agency and will 
automatically be vested with 
jurisdiction over the termination action 
or the denial of refunding and will, 
pursuant to its rules and procedures, 
permit the grantee to respond to the 
notice of termination. In a situation 
where a suspension action is merged 
into a termination action in accordance 
with this section, the suspension 
continues until there is an 
administrative decision by the 
Departmental Appeals Board on the 
grantee’s appeal. 


§1303.14 Appeal by • grantM from a 
termination of financial aaaiatance. 

(a) After receiving concurrence from 
the Commissioner, ACYF. the 
responsible HHS offrcial may terminate 
frnancial assistance to a grantee. 
Financial assistance may be terminated 
in whole or in part. 

(b) Financial assistance may be 
terminated for any or all of the 
following reasons: 

(!) The grantee is no longer 
financially viable; 

(2) The grantee has lost the requisite 
legal status or permits; 

(3) The grantee has failed to comply 
with the required fiscal or program 
reporting requirements applicable to 
grantees in the Head Start nrogram; 

(4) The grantee has failed to meet the 
performance standards for operation of 
Head Start programs that are applicable 
to grantees; 

(5) The grantee has failed to comply 
with the eligibility requirements and 
limitations on enrollment in the Head 
Start program, or both; 

(6) 1 he grantee has failed to comply 
with the Head Start grants 
administration requirements set forth in 
45 CFR part 1301; 

(7) The grantee has failed to comply 
with the requirements of the Head Start 
Act; 

(8) The grantee is debarred from 
receiving Federal grants or contracts; 

(9) The grantee tails to abide by any 
other terms and conditions of its award 
of financial assistance, or any other 
applicable laws, regulations, or other 
applicable Federal or State requirements 
or policies. 

(c) A notice of termination shall set 
forth: 

(1) The violations or actions justifying 
the termination. 

(2) The fact that the termination may 
be appealed within 10 days to the 
Departmental Appeals Board (with a 
copy of the appeal sent to the 
responsible HHS official and the 
Commissioner. ACYF) and that such 
appeals shall be governed by 45 CFR 
part 16, except as otherwise provided in 
the Head Start appeals regulations, and 
that any grantee which requests a 
hearing shall be afforded one, as 
mandated by 42 U.S.C. 9841. Such an 
appeal must be in writing and must 
fully set forth the grounds for the appeal 
and be accompanied by all of the 
documentation that the grantee believes 
is relevant and supportive of its 
position, 

(3) That the appeal may be made only 
by the Board of Directors of the grantee 
or an official acting on behalf of such 
Board. 

(4) That, if the activities of a delegate 
agency are the basis, in whole or in part. 


for the proposed termination, the 
identity of the delegate agency. 

(5) Information that the grantee has a 
right to request a hearing in writing 
within a period of time specified in the 
notice which is not later than 10 days 
from the date of sending the notice, 

(d) (1) During a grantee’s appeal of a 
termination decision, funding will 
continue until an adverse decision is 
rendered or until expiration of the then 
current budget period. At the end of the 
current budget period, if a decision has 
not been rendered, the responsible HHS 
official shall award an interim grant to 
the ^antee until a decision is made. 

(2j If a grantee’s funding has been 
suspended, no funding shall be 
available during the termination 
proceedings, or at any other time, unless 
the action is rescinded or the grantee’s 
appeal is successful. An interim grantee 
will be appointed during the appeal 
period. 

(3) If a grantee does not appeal an 
administrative decision to court within 
30 days of its receipt of the decision, a 
replacement grantee will be 
immediately sought. An interim grantee 
may be named, if needed, pending the 
selection of a replacement grantee. 

(4) An interim grantee may be sought 
even though the grantee has appealed an 
administrative decision to court within 
30 days, if the responsible HHS official 
determines it necessary to do so. 
Examples of circumstances that warrant 
an interim grantee are to protect 
children and families from harm and 
Federal funds from misuse or 
dissipation or both. 

(e) If a grantee requests a hearing, it 
shall send a copy of its request to all 
delegate agencies which would be 
financially affected by the termination 
of assistance and to each delegate 
agency identified in the notice. The 
copies of the request shall be sent to 
these delegate agencies at the same time 
the grantee’s request is made of ACYF. 
The grantee shall promptly send ACYF 
a list of the delegate agencies to which 
it has sent the copies and the date on 
which they were sent. 

(f) If the Departmental Appeals Board 
informs a grantee that a proposed 
termination action has been set down 
for hearing, the grantee shall, within 
five days of its receipt of this notice, 
send a copy of it to all delegate agencies 
which would be financially affected by 
the termination and to each delegate 
agency identified in the notice. The 
grantee shall send the Departmental 
Appeals Board and the responsible HHS 
official a list of all delegate agencies 
notified and the dates of notification. 

(g) If the responsible HHS official has 
initiated termination proceedings 
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because of the activities of a delegate 
agency, that delegate agency may 
participate in the hearing as a matter of 
right. Any other delegate agency, 
person, agency or oiganization that 
wishes to participate in the hearing may 
request permission to do so from the 
presiding officer of the hearing. Such 
participation shall not, without the 
consent of ACYF and the grantee, alter 
the time limitations for the delivery of 
papers or other procedures set forth in 
this section. 

(h) The results of the proceeding and 
any measure taken thereafter by ACYF 
pursuant to this part shall be fully 
binding upon the grantee and all its 
delegate agencies, whether or not they 
actually participated in the hearing. 

(i) A grantee may waive a hearing and 
submit written information and 
argument for the record. Such material 
shall be submitted within a reasonable 
period of time to be fixed by the 
Departmental Appeals Board upon the 
request of the grantee. The failure of a 
grantee to request a hearing, or to appear 
at a hearing for which a date had been 
set, unless excused for good cause, shall 
be deemed a waiver of the right to a 
hearing and consent to the making of a 
decision on the basis of written 
information and argument submitted by 
the parties to the Departmental Appeals 
Board. 

(j) The responsible HHS official may 
attempt, either personally or through a 
representative, to resolve the issues in 
dispute by informal means prior to the 
hearing. 

§1303.15 Appeal by a grantee from a 
denial of refunding. 

(a) After receiving concurrence from 
the Commissioner, ACYF, a grantee’s 
application for refunding may be denied 
by the responsible HHS official for 
circumstances described in paragraph 

(c) of this section. 

(b) When an intention to deny a 
grantee’s application for refunding is 
arrived at on a basis to which this 
subpart applies, the responsible HHS 
official will provide the grantee as much 
advance notice thereof as is reasonably 
possible, in no event later than 30 days 
after the receipt by ACYF of the 
application. The notice will inform the 
grantee that it has the opportunity for a 
full and fair hearing on whether 
refunding should be denied. 

(1) Su(3i appeals shall be governed by 
45 CFR part 16, except as otherwise 
provided in the Head Start appeals 
regulations. Any grantee which requests 
a hearing shall be afforded one, as 
mandated by 42 U.S.C. 9841. 

(2) Any such appeals must be filed 
within ten work days after the grantee 


receives notice of the decision to deny 
refunding. 

(c) Refunding of a grant may be 
denied for any or all of the reasons for 
which a grant may be terminated#.as set 
forth in § 1303.14(b) of this part. 

(d) Decisions to deny refunding shall 
be in writing, signed by the responsible 
HHS official, dated, and sent in 
compliance with § 1303.5 of this part or 
by telegram, or by any other mode 
establishing the date sent and received 
by the addressee, or the date it was 
determined delivery could not he made, 
or the date delivery was refused. A 
Notice of Decision shall contain: 

(1) A statement that indicates the 
grounds which justify the proposed 
denial of refunding; 

(2) The identity of the delegate 
agency, if the activities of that delegate 
agency are the basis, in whole or in part, 
for the proposed denial of refunding; 
and 

(3) A statement that, if the grantee 
wishes to appeal the denial of refunding 
of financial assistance, it must appeal 
directly to the Departmental Appeals 
Board, and send a copy of the appeal to 
the responsible HHS official and the 
Commissioner, ACYF. Such an appeal 
must be in writing and it must fully set 
forth the grounds for the appeal and be 
accompanied by all documentation that 
the grantee believes is relevant and 
supportive of its position. Appeals will 
be governed by the Departmental 
Appeals Board’s regulations at 45 CFR 
part 16, except as otherwise provided in 
the Head Start appeals regulations, 

(e) The appeal may be made only by 
the Board of Directors of the grantee or 
by an official acting on behalf of such 
Board. 

§ 1303,16 Conduct of hearing. 

(a) The presiding officer shall conduct 
a full and fair hearing, avoid delay, 
maintain order, and make a sufficient 
record of the facts and issues. To 
accomplish these ends, the presiding 
officer shall have all powers authorized 
by law, and may make all procedural 
and evidentiary rulings necessary for 
the conduct of the hearing. The hearing 
shall be open to the public unless the 
presiding officer for good cause shown 
otherwise determines. 

(b) Communications outside the 
record are prohibited as provided by 45 
CFR 16.17. 

(c) Both ACYF and the grantee are 
entitled to present their case by oral or 
documentary evidence, to submit 
rebuttal evidence and to conduct such 
examination and cross-examination as 
may be required for a full and true 
disclosure of all facts bearing on the 
issues. The issues shall be those stated 


in the notice required to be filed by 
paragraph (g) of this section, those 
stipulated in a prehearing conference or 
those agreed to by the parties. 

(d) In addition to ACYF, the grantee, 
and any delegate agencies which have a 
right to appear, the presiding officer 
may permit the participation in the 
proceedings of such persons or 
organizations as deemed necessary for a 
proper determination of the issues 
involved. Such participation may be 
limited to those issues or activities 
which the presiding officer believes will 
meet the needs of the proceeding, and 
may be limited to the filing of written 
material. 

(e) Any person or organization that 
wishes to participate in a proceeding 
may apply for permission to do so from 
the presiding officer. This application, 
which shall be made as soon as possible 
after the notice of termination, denial of 
refunding or suspension has been 
received by the grantee, shall state the 
applicant’s interest in the proceeding, 
the evidence or arguments the applicant 
intends to contribute, and the necessity 
for the introduction of such evidence or 
arguments, 

(f) The presiding officer shall permit 
or deny such participation and shall 
give notice of his or her decision to the 
applicant, the grantee, and ACYF. and. 
in the case of denial, a brief statement 
of the reasons therefor. Even if 
previously denied, the presiding officer 
may subsequently permit such 
participation if, in his or her opinion, it 
is warranted by subsequent 
circumstances. If participation is 
granted, the presiding officer shall 
notify ail parties of that fact and may, 
in appropriate cases, include in the 
notification a brief statement of the 
issues as to which participation is 
permitted. 

(g) The Departmental Appeals Board 
will send the responsible HHS official, 
the grantee and any other party a notice 
which states the time, place, nature of 
the hearing, and the legal authority and 
jurisdiction under which the hearing is 
to be held. The notice will also identify 
with reasonable specificity and ACYF 
requirements which the grantee is 
alleged to have violated. The notice will 
be served and filed not later than ten 
work days prior to the hearing. 

Subpart C—Appeals by Current or 
Prospective Delegate Agencies 

§ 1303.20 i^peait to grantees by current 
or prospective delegate agencies of 
rejection of an application, failure to act on 
an application or termination of a grant or 
contract 

(a) A grantee must give prompt, fair 
and adequate consideration to 
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applications submitted by current or 
prospective dele^le agencies to operate 
Head Start programs. Tbe failure of the 
grantee to act within 30 days alter 
receiving the application is deemed to 
be a rei^ctioii of the application. 

(b) A grantee must notify an applicant 
in writing within 30 daya after receiving 
the application of its decision to either 
accept or to wholly or substantially 
reject it If the decision is to wholly or 
substantially reject the application, the 
notice ^11 contain a statement of the 
reasons for the decision and a statement 
that the applicant has a right to appeal 
the decision within ten woric days alter 
receipt of the notice. If a grantee fails to 
act on the application by the end of the 
30 day period which grantees have to 
review applications, the current or 
prospective delegate agency may appeal 
to the grantee, in writing, within 15 
work days of the end of the 30 day 
grantee revi^ period. 

(c) A grantee must notify a delegate 
agency in writing of its decision to 
terminate its agreement with the 
delegate agency, explaining the reasons 
for its decision and that the delegate 
agency has the right to appeal the 
decision to the grantee within ten work 
days after receipt of the notice. 

(d) The grantee has 20 days to review 
the writtmi appeal and issue its 
decision. If t^ grantee sustains its 
earlier termination of an award or its 
rejection of an applicaticm, the currmt 
or prospective delegate agency then may 
appeal, in writing, to the responsible 
HHS official. The appeal must be 
submitted to the resptmsible HHS 
official within ten work days after the 
receipt of the grantee's final decision. 
The appeal must fully set forth the 
grounds for the appeal. 

(e) A grantee may not reject the 
application or terminate the operations 
of 8 delegate agency on the bads of 
defects or deficiencies in the application 
or in the operation of the program 
without first: 

(1) Notifying the delegate agmicy of 
the defects and defidendes; 

(2) Providing, or providing for, 
technical assistance so that Elects and 
deficiendes can be corrected by the 
delegate ^ncy; and 

(3 j Giving the delegate agency the 
opportunity to make appropriate 
corrections. 

(f) An appeal filed pursuant to a 
grantee failing to act on a current or 
prospective delegate agency's 
application within a 30 day period need 
only contain a copy of the application, 
the date filed, and any proof of the date 
the grantee received the application. 

The grantee shall have five days in 
which to respond to the appeal. 


(g> Failure to apfwal to the grantee 
regarding its decision to reject an 
application, terminate an agreement, car 
failure to act cm an application shall bar 
any appeal to the responsible HHS 
offidal. 

11303.21 Procedures for appeal by 
current or prospective deiegaM agencies to 
the responsible HHS official from denials by 
grantees of an application or fsRure to act 
on an sppRcation. 

(a) Any current or prospective 
delegate agency that is dissatisfied with 
the decision of a grantee rendered under 
§ 1303.20 may appeal to the responsible 
HHS offidal whose decision is final and 
not appealable to the Commissionert 
ACYF. Such an appeal must be in 
writing and it must fully set forth the 
ground for the appeal and be 
accompanied by all documentation that 
the current or prospective delegate 
agency believes is relevant and 
supportive of this position, including all 
written material or documentation 
submitted to the grantee under the 
procedures set fo^ in $ 1303.20, as 
well as a cc^y of any decisicm imdered 
by the grantee. A cc^y of the appeal and 
all material filed with the responsible 
HHS offidal must be simultaneously 
served on the grantee. 

(b) In providing the information 
required by paragraph (a) of this section, 
delegate agencies must set fmrth: 

(1) Whether, when and how the 
grantee advised the delegate ageni^ of 
alleged defects and defidmides in the 
delegate ^^ency's application or in the 
operation of its {nxigram prior to the 
grantee's rejection or termination notice; 

(2) Whether the grantee provided the 
delegate agency reasonable opportunity 
to correct the defects and defidendes, 
the details of the opportunity that was 
given and whether or not the gr^tee 
provided or provided for technical 
advice, consultation, or assistance to (he 
current delegate agency concerning the 
correction of the defects and 
deficiendes; 

(3) What steps or measures, if any, 
were undertaken by the delegate agency 
to correct any defects or defidencies; 

(4) When and how the grantee 
notified the delegate agency of its 
decision; 

(5) Whether the grantee told the 
delegate agency the reasons for its 
decision and, if so, how sudi reasons 
were communicated to the delegate 
agency and what they were; 

(6) If it is the delegate agency's 
position that the grantee acted 
arbitrarily or capridously, the reascms 
why the delegate agency takes this 
positicm; and 


(7) Any other facts and circumstaRees 
which the delegate a^ncy believes 
suppoarts its appeal. 

icj The grantee may submit a written 
response to the appeal of a prospective 
delegate agency. It may also submit 
additional information which it believes 
is relevant and supportive of its 
position. 

(dl In the case of an appeal by a 
delegate agency, the grantee must 
submit a written statement to the 
responsible HHS offidal responding to 
the items specified in paragraph (b) of 
this section. The grantee must indude 
information that explains why it acted 
properly in arriving at its decision or in 
failing to act, and any other facts and 
drcumstances which the grantee 
believes supports its position. 

(e) (1) The responsiole ffiiS offidal 
may meet informally with the current or 
prospective delegate agency if such 
offidal determines that such a meeting 
would be beneficial to the proper 
resolution of the appeaL Such meetings 
may be conducted by conference call 

(2) An informal meeting must be 
reouested by the current or prospective 
delegate agency at the time of the 
appeal. In addition, the ^ntee may 
request an informal meeting with the 
responsible HHS offidal. If none of the 
parties requests an informal meeting, 
the responsible HHS offidal may hold 
such a meeting if he or she believes it 
would be benefidal for a proper 
resolution of the dispute. Both the 
grantee and the current or mospective 
delegate agency may attena any 
informal meeting concerning the appeal 
If a party virishes to oppose a request for 
a meeting it must serve its oppositimi on 
the responsible HHS official and any 
other party within five wmrk days of its 
receipt of the request. 

(f) A grantee's response to appeals Ify 
current or prospective delegate a^ndes 
must be submitted to the respcmsible 
HHS offidal within ten work days of 
receipt of the materials served on it by 
the current or prospective delegate 
agency in accordance with paragraph (a) 
of this section. The grantee must serve 

a copy of its response on the current or 
prospective delegate smncy. 

(^ The responsible HHS offidal shall 
notify the current or prospective 
delegate agency and the grantee whetheir 
or not an informal meeting will be held. 
If an informal meeting is held, it must 
be held within ten work days after the 
notice by the responsible IfflS offidal is 
mailed. The responsible HHS offidal 
must designate either the Regional 
Office or the place where the current or 
prospective delegate agency or grantee 
is located for holding the informal 
meeting. 
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(h) If an informal meeting is not held, 
each party shall have an opportunity to 
reply in writing to the written statement 
submitted by the other party. The 
written reply must be submitted to the 
responsible HHS official within five 
work days after the notification required 
by paragraph (g) of this section. If a 
meeting is not to be held, notice of that 
fact shall be served on the parties within 
five work days of the receipt of a timely 
response to such a request or the 
expiration of the time for submitting a 
response to such a request. 

(i) In deciding an appeal under this 
section, the responsible HHS official 
will arrive at his or her decision by 
considering: 

(1) The material submitted in writing 
and the information presented at any 
informal meeting; 

(2) The application of the current or 
prospective delegate agency; 

(3) His or her knowledge of the 
grantee's program as well as any 
evaluations of his or her staff about the 
grantee's program and current or 
prospective delegate agency's 
application and prior performance; and 

(4) Any other evidence deemed 
relevant by the responsible HHS official. 

§ 1303.22 Decision on appeal in favor of 
grantee. 

(a) If the responsible HHS official 
finds in favor of the grantee, the appeal 
will be dismissed unless there is cause 
to remand the matter back to the 
grantee. 

(b) The grantee's decision will be 
sustained unless it is determined by the 
responsible HHS official that the grantee 
acted arbitrarily, capriciously, or 
otherwise contrary to law, regulation, or 
other applicable requirements. 


(c) The decision will be made within 
ten workdays after the informal meeting. 
The decision, including a statement of 
the reasons therefor, will be in writing, 
and will be served on the parties within 
five workdays from the date of the 
decision by the responsible HHS 
official. 

(d) If the decision is made on the basis 
of written materials only, the decision 
will be made within five workdays of 
the receipt of the materials. The 
decision will be served on the parties no 
more than five days after it is made. 

§ 1303.23 Decision on appeal in favor of 
the current or prospective delegate agency. 

(a) The responsible HHS official will 
remand the rejection of an application 
or termination of an agreement to the 
grantee for prompt reconsideration and 
decision if the responsible HHS 
official's decision does not sustain the 
grantee's decision, and if there are 
issues which require further 
development before a final decision can 
be made. The grantee's reconsideration 
and decision must be made in 
accordance with all applicable 
requirements of this part as well as 
other relevant regulations, statutory 
provisions, and program issuances. The 
grantee must issue its decision on 
remand in writing to both the current or 
prospective delegate agency and the 
responsible HHS official within 15 
workdays after the date of receipt of the 
remand. 

(b) If the current or prospective 
delegate agency is dissatisfied with the 
grantee's decision on remand, it may 
appeal to the responsible HHS official 
within five workdays of its receipt of 
that decision. Any such appeal must 


comply with the requirements of 
§1303.21 of this part. 

(c) If the responsible HHS official 
finds that the grantee's decision on 
remand is incorrect or if the grantee fails 
to issue its decision within 15 work 
days, the responsible HHS official will 
entertain an application by the current 
or prospective delegate agency for a 
direct grant. 

(1) If such an application is approved, 
there will be a commensurate reduction 
in the level of funding of the grantee 
and whatever other action is deemed 
appropriate in the circumstances. Such 
reduction in funding shall not be 
considered a termination or denial of 
refunding and may not be appealed 
under this part. 

(2) If such an application is not 
approved, the responsible HHS official 
will take whatever action he or she 
deems appropriate under the 
circumstances. 

(d) If. without fault on the part of a 
delegate agency, its operating funds are 
exhausted before its appeal has been 
decided, the grantee will furnish 
sufficient funds for the maintenance of 
the delegate agency's current level of 
operations until a final administrative 
decision has been reached. 

(e) If the responsible HHS official 
sustains the decision of the grantee 
following remand, he or she shall notify 
the parties of the fact within 15 work 
days of the receipt of final submittal of 
documents, or of the conclusion of any 
meeting between the official and the 
parties, whichever is later. 

(FR Doc. 92-29940 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am) 
eiLUHG CODE 4130^-41 
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

GENERAL SERVICES 
ADMINISTRATION 

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND 
SPACE ADMINISTRATION 

48 CFR Part 48 
RIN 9000-AD71 
[FAR Case 88-88] 

Federal Acquisition Regulation; 
Allowability of Value Engineering 
Costs 

AGENCIES: Department of Defense (DOD), 
General Services Administration (GSA). 
and National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration (NASA). 

ACTION: Proposed rule. 

SUMMARY: The Civilian Agency 
Acquisition Council and the Defense 
Acquisition Regulations Council have 
agreed to republish the proposal to 
revise paragraph (b)(1) of FAR 48.101, 
General, to provide that under the 
incentive approach, the contractor 
develops and submits value engineering 
change proposals (VECP’s) and shares in 
the savings of any that are accepted. The 
contract provides for payment of 
implementation costs if a VECP is 
accepted. The development costs for 
accepted and unaccepted VECP’s shall 
be accumulated by VE project and 
charged indirectly if otherwise 
allowable in accordance with part 31. 
DATES: Comments should be submitted 
to the FAR Secretariat at the address 
shown below on or before February 12, 
1993, to be considered in the 
formulation of a final rule. 

ADDRESSES: Interested parties should 
submit written comments to: General 
Services Administration, FAR 
Secretariat (VRS), ATTN: Deloris Baker, 
18th & F Streets, NW., room 4041, 
Washington, DC 20405. Please cite FAR 
case 89-80 in all correspondence related 
to this case. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Ms. Linda Klein at (202) 501-3775 in 
reference to this FAR case. For general 
information, contact the FAR 
Secretariat, room 4041, GS Building, 
Washington, DC 20405, (202) 501-4755. 
Please cite FAR case 89-88. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

A. Background 

This DARC-initiated revision was 
published as a proposed rule with a 
request for comments at 55 FR part 417, 
January 4,1990. Thirty-three responses 
were received consisting of 
concurrences and no comments and 15 
comments. Because of the complexity of 
the issues and questions that surfaced 
during the evaluation of the comments, 
revisions to the coverage were 
considered necessary. Since these 
changes may affect the public, it is 
considered necessary to republish the 
coverage as a proposed rule. 

B. Regulatory Flexibility Act 

The proposed rule is not expected to 
have a significant economic impact on 
8 substantial number of small entities 
within the meaning of the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act, 5 U.S.C. 601, et seq., 
because it is understood that most 
contractors already accumulate costs by 
value engineering project because they 
need this cost information to compute 
the projected savings and sharing 
arrangement on the VECP’s submitted 
for approval. An Initial Regulatory 
Flexibility Analysis has, therefore, not 
been performed. Comments from small 
entities concerning the affected FAR 
subpart will also be considered in 
accordance with section 610 of the Act. 
Such comments must be submitted 
separately and cite 5 U.S.C. 601, et seq. 
(FAR case 89-88), in correspondence. 

C. Paperwork Reduction Act 

The Paperwork Reduction Act does 
not apply because the proposed changes 
to the FAR do not impose recordkeeping 
information collection requirements, or 
collections of information from offerors, 


contractors, or members of the public 
which require the approval of the Office 
of Management and Budget under 44 
U.S.C. 3501, et seq. 

List of Subjects in 48 CFR Part 48 

Government procurement. 

Dated: December 4, 1992. 

Harry S. Rosin&ki, 

Acting Director. Office of Federai Acquisition 
Policy. 

Therefore, it is proposed that 48 CFR 
part 48 be amended as set forth below: 

PART 48—VALUE ENGINEERING 

1. The authority citation for 48 CJR 
part 48 continues to read as follows: 

Autbonty: 40 U.S.C. 486(c); 10 U.S.C. 
chapter 137; and 42 U.S.C, 2473(c). 

2. Section 48.101 is amended by 
revising paragraph (b) introductory text 
and (b)(1) to read as follows: 

48.101 General. 

* « * * « 

(b) There are two value engineering 
approaches, as follows: 

(1) The first is an incentive approach 
in which contractor participation is 
voluntary. The contractor develops and 
submits value engineering change 
proposals (VECP’s) and shares in the 
savings of any that are accepted. The 
contract provides for payment of 
implementation costs if a VECP is 
accepted. The development costs for 
accepted and unaccepted VECP’s shall 
be accumulated by value engineering 
(VE) project and charged indirectly if 
otherwise allowable in accordance with 
part 31. 

• • * • « 

iFR Doc. 92-30241 Filed 12-11-92; 8:45 am) 
BiLUNO cooe aa2(>~34-w 
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.57379 

354. 

.56862 

920. 

.56864 

927. 

.57694 

981. 

.56866 

985. 

.57695 

1040. 

.58418 

8 CFR 


245. 

.56807 

9 CFR 


54. 


75.;... 


94. 


145. 

..57338, 58552 

147. 



Proposed Rules; 


317 .57390 

318 .57390 

381.57390 

10 CFR 

20.57649, 57877 

Proposed Rules: 

Ch. 1.58727 

20 .58727 

34.57392 

54.. .....58730 

11 CFR 

201 .58133 

Proposed Rules: 

100. .56867 

114.56867 

12 CFR 

5.58972 

203.56963 

335.58136 

614.58860 

1680.56968 

Proposed Rules; 

9.57971 

202 .57697 

226.58159 

621.58972 

701.56868 

705.56868 

932 . 58732 

933 .58732 

14 CFR 

21 .57656 

25.57656 

39.57096-57280, 57658, 

57879.57908.58973 

71.57660. 57664, 57909, 

57910. 58137,58138,58421, 
58699 

73.58285 

95.56814 

97.56822. 56823, 

58700-58702 

Proposed Rules: 

39.56873, 57392, 57395. 

57702,57705,57706,58162, 
58164, 58751,58752.58998 
58999,59001 

71.56875. 57708, 57709. 

57971-58116, 58165-58167, 
58754 

234.58755 

16 CFR 

305.. ..58976 

Proposed Rules: 

1700.57397 
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17 CFR 

1. 

..58703 

33. 

.58976 

230. 

.56826 

239. 

.56826 

240. 

.....56973 

270. 

.56826 

274... 

.56826 

Proposed Rules: 

4. 

.58760 

34. 

.58422 

35. 

.58423 

150. 

.58760 

156. 

.57116 

230... 

.57397 

240.57027, 

57397, 57710 

260.. 

..57713 

18 CFR 

2. 

.....58168 

34. 

.68168 

35. 

.58168 

41. 

.58168 

131. 

..58168 

161. 

.58978 

250. 

..58978 

284.......... 

.57911, 57952 

292. 

.58168 

294. 

.58168 

382.. 

.58168 

385. 

.58168 

Proposed Rutes: 
154. 

.56876 

284. 

.57031 

19 CFR 


177. 

.58706 

20 CFR 

404 . 

.57665 

21 CFR 

16... 

.58400 

146.. 

.57666 

172. 

.57960 

201. 

.58356 

310.... 

.58356 

314. 

..58942 

341.. 

.58356 

369.. 

..58356 

601. 

.:...58942 

807.. 

.58400 

814. 


860. 

.58400 

861. 

......58400 

895. 

.58400 

1240. 

.57343 

Proposed Rutes: 
341. 

.58378 

872. 

.56876 

23 CFR 

1204. 

.56991 

24 CFR 

24. 

...58326 

25. 

.58326 

30. 

.58326 

92. 

.58862 

200. 


202. 

.58326 

203. 

.58326 

204. 

.58326 

206. 

.58326 

207... 

......58326 


213.58326 

220 .58326 

221 .58326 

222 . 58326 

226 .58326 

227 .58326 

233 ...:.58326 

234 .58326 

237.58326 

240 .58326 

241 .58326 

242 .58326 

244. 58326 

248.57312 

571.58139 

700 .58042 

3500.56856 

26 CFR 

1.57280. 57531, 57668, 

58706,58983 

301.58706,58984 

602. 57279 

Proposed Rutes: 

1.56877, 57399, 57531, 

57971,57979,59003 

20.57399 

25.57399 

31.58423 

301. 58760 

602.57399. 59003 

27CFR 
Proposed Rules: 

9.58763 

28 CFR 

68.57669 

29 CFR 

470.58285 

578.57280 

2616 . 59206 

2617 .59206 

Proposed Rules: 

1.57033, 57034 

2606. 59003 

2612.59003 

2615 .59003 

2616 .59003 

2622 .59003 

2623 . 59003 

30 CFR 

917. 58139 

Proposed Rules: 

914.57039 

917.58169 

926.59020 

944.. ..58144 

31 CFR 

257. 57344 

500.58986 

Proposed Rules: 

10.. ..57400 

209. 57400 

32 CFR 

367...58986 

701 .57961 

Proposed Rules: 

199.58427 

33 CFR 

100.58144 


117.57098. 57962, 57963. 

58145,58710 

165.56991. 57099, 57100, 

58146,58988 

334.....58098 

Proposed Rules: 

117.57039, 58172 

34 CFR 

600.57304 

668. 57304 

Proposed Rules: 

21. 58100 

36 CFR 

7.58711 

Proposed Rules; 

704. 57979 

1222.57042 

1230. 57042 

37 CFR 

Proposed Rules: 

304.58552 

38 CFR 

3.56992 

21. 57101.57107 

Proposed Rutes: 

21.58435 

39 CFR 

Proposed Rules: 

111.58765 

3001.. .. 57124 

40 CFR 

52.57345. 58989, 58991, 

58993 

62 .56857 

70. 57347 

180.58147-58149. 58384 

261.57673 

Proposed Rules: 

Ch. 1.57402 

52.57045, 57047, 57715, 

59022 

61 .56877, 57403 

63 .57534 

80.57980 

82. 58644 

300. 56882 

414.56883 

455. 56883 

41 CFR 

101-2. 56993 

101-17.56994 

42 CFR 

62 .56994 

400 .56996 

401 . 56996 

405 . 56996, 57675 

406 . 58716 

410.57675 

414.57109, 57675 

Proposed Rules: 

417. 59024 

421.57125 

434. 59024 

435.. ..57403 

1003.59024 

45 CFR 

1303. 59260 


1304. 58084 

1306.58084 

46 CFR 

170.58406 

Proposed Rules: 

28. 57129 

47 CFR 

22 . 56859 

63.57964 

69.56998 

73.56860, 56999, 57347, 

57438,58717 

80.57000 

Proposed Rules: 

Ch. 1.58436 

2.57049, 57408, 57717 

18.59040 

36.56888, 58767 

61.56888, 58767 

63 .57717 

64 .56888, 58767 

69.56888, 58767 

73.56894, 57051. 57409, 

57411.58769 

80. 57717 

90.57717 

48 CFR 

803. 58717 

852.58717 

913.57638 

922.57638 

952.57638 

970.57638 

1801.58718 

1804 .58718 

1805 .58718 

1806 .58718 

1807 .58718 

1809.58718 

1815.58718 

1817.58718 

1827 .58718 

1828 .58718 

1833. 58718 

1835.58718 

1837.58718 

1839.58718 

1842.58718 

1845.58718 

1849.58718 

1852 .58718 

1853 .58718 

1870. 58718 

Proposed Rules: 

48 ..59274 

219 .56895 

252.56895 

49 CFR 

571.57000. 57020. 58150, 

58406 

1180.57112 

PropoMd RuIm: 

23 .58288 

217 .58436 

220 .58436 

571 .58437. 58444. 59041. 

59043 

572 .58444 

585.59043 

50 CFR 

17.57348, 59236. 59244 
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227.57348. 57968 

625.57358. 58150 

642.58151 

663.57377 

671......57112 

675...57377, 57692, 58157, 

58726 


672.56860 

Proposed Rules: 

17.58770-58774-58779. 

59053,59056 

32.58108, 58930 

226.57051, 57981 

611.57718. 57982 


641. 

.57129 

649. 

.58781 

651 .. 

.58173 

658. 

.58175 

663. 

.56897 

669.... 

.58782 


672.57130, 57726. 57982, 

59072 

675 .57130, 57718, 57726, 

59072 

676 .57130 
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CFR CHECKLIST 


This checklist, prepared by the Office of the Federal Register, is 
published weekly. It is arranged in the order of CFR titles, stock 
numbers, prices. ar>d revision dates. 

An asterisk (*) precedes each entry that has been issued since last 
week ar>d which is now available for sale at the Government Printir>g 
Office. 

A checklist of current CFR volumes comprising a complete CFR set, 
also appears in the latest issue of the LSA (List of CFR Sections 
Affected), which is revised monthly. 

The annual rate for subscription to ail revised volumes is $620.00 
domestic. $155.00 additional for foreign mailing. 

Mail orders to the Superintendent of Documents, Attn: New Orders, 
P.O. Box 371954. Pittsburgh. PA 15250-7954. All orders must be 
accompanied by remittance (check, money order, GPO Deposit 
Account. VISA, or Master Card). Charge orders may be telephoned to 
the GPO Order Desk, Monday through Friday, at (202) 783-3238 from 
8:00 a m. to 4.00 p.m. eastern time, or FAX your charge orders to 
(202) 512-2233 


Title 

Stock Number 

Price 

Revision Date 

1, 2 (2 Reserved). 

.. (869-017-OeOOl-9). 

$13.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 

3 (1991 Compilation and 

Ports 100 and 101). 

.. (869-017-00002-7). 

.. 17.00 

‘ Jon. 1. 1992 

4. 

.. (869-017 00003 5). 

. 16.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 

5 Parts: 

1-699. 

. (869-017-00004-3). 

.. 18.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 

700-1199. 

. (869-017-00005-1). 

.. 14.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 

1200-fnd, 6 (6 Reserved) 

. (869-0V7-00006-0). 

.. 19.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 

7 Parts: 

0-26. 

.(869-017-00007 8). 

.. 17.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 

27-45. 

. (869-017 00008 6 )..... 

.. 12.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 

46-51. 

.(869-017-00009-4). 

. 18.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 

52. 

. (869 017-00010 8). 

.. 24.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 

53-209. 

. (869 017 00011-6). 

.. 19.00 

Jan. 1. 1992 

210-299. 

. (869-017-00012-4). 

.. 26.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 

300-399 . 

. (869 017 00013 2). 

.. 13.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 

400-699... 

.(869 017-00014 1). 

.. 15.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 

700-899 . 

. (869-017-00015 9). 

18.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 

900-999 . 

. (869-017 00016 7). 

. 29.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 

1000-1059. 

. (869-017-00017 5). 

. 17.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 

1060-1119. 

. (869-017-00018 3). 

. 13.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 

1120-1199.. 

.(869-017 00019 1). 

9.50 

Jon. 1. 1992 

1200-1499. 

.(869-017-00020 5). 

22.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 

1500-1899. 

(869-017-00021 3). 

. 15.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 

1900-1939. 

.(869-017-00022-1). 

. 11.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 

1940-1949.. 

. (869-017 00023-0). 

23.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 

1950-1999. 

. (869-017-00024 8). 

. 26.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 

2000-End. 

. (869-017-00025-6). 

. 11.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 

8 . 

. (869-017-00026-4). 

. 17.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 

9 Parts: 

1-199. 

(869-017-00027-2). 

. 23.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 

200-End. 

(869-017-00028 1) . 

. 18.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 

10 Parts: 

0-50.. 

(869-017 00029 9). 

. 25.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 

51-199. 

(869-017-00030-2). 

. 18.00 

Jon. 1, 1992 

200-399.. 

(869-017-00031-1). 

. 13.00 

^ Jon. 1. 1987 

400-499 . 

(869-017-00032-9). 

. 20.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 

500-End. 

(869-017-C0033-7). 

. 28.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 

11. 

(869-017-00034-5). 

. 12.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 

12 Parts: 

1-199. 

(869-017-00035-3). 

. 13.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 

200-219. 

(869-017-00036-1). 

13.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 

220-299 . 

(869-017-00037-0). 

. 22.00 

Jon. 1, 1992 

300-499... 

(869-017-00038-8). 

. 13.00 

Jon. 1, 1992 

500-599 . 

(869-017-00039-6). 

. 17.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 

600-tnd . 

(869-017-00040-0). 

19.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 

13 . 

(869-017-00041-8). 

. 25.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 


Title 

Stock Number 

Price 

Revision Date 

14 Parts: 

1-59. 

.(869-017-00042-6).... 

... 25.00 

Jon 1. 1992 

60-139. 

.(869-017-00043-4).... 

... 22.00 

Jon. 1, 1992 

140-199. 

.(869-017-00044-2)-.. 

... 11.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 

200-1199. 

.(869-017-00045-1).... 

... 20.00 

Jon. 1, 1992 

1200-End. 

.(869-017-00046-9) ... 

... 14.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 

15 Parts: 

0-299. 

.(869-017-00047-7)... 

... 13.00 

Jen. 1. 1992 

300-799 . 


.. 21.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 

800-End. 

.(869-017-00049-3).... 

... 17.00 

Jon. 1, 1992 

16 Parts: 

0-149. 

.(869-017-00050-7).... 

... 6.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 

150-999. 

.(869-017-00051-5).... 

... 14.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 

1000-End. 

.(869-017-00052-3).... 

... 20.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 

17 Parts: 

1-199.. 

.(869-017-00054-0).... 

... 15.00 

Apr. 1. 1992 

200-239 . 

.(869-017-00055-8).... 

... 17.00 

Apr. 1. 1992 

240-End. 

.(869-017-00056-6).... 

.. 24.00 

Apr. 1. 1992 

18 Parts: 

1-149. 

... ... (869-017-00057-4).... 

... 16.00 

Apr 1, 1992 

150-279 . 

.(869-017-00058-2).... 

... 19.00 

Apr. 1. 1992 

280-399.. 

.(869-017-00059-1).... 

... 14.00 

Apr. 1, 1992 

400-End. 

.(869-017-00060-4).... 

.. 9.50 

Apr. 1. 1992 

19 Parts: 

1-199. 

.(869-017-00061-2).... 

... 28.00 

Apr. 1. 1992 

200-End. 

.(869-017-00062-1).... 

. 9.50 

Apr. 1. 1992 

20 Parts: 

1-399. 

.(869-017-00063-9). 

... 16.00 

Apr. 1. 1992 

400-499.. 

.(869-017-00064-7). 

... 31.00 

Apr. 1. 1992 

500-End. 

.(869-017-00065-5). 

.. 21.00 

Apr. 1. 1992 

21 Parts: 

1-99.. 

.(869-017-00066-3). 

., 13.00 

Apr. 1. 1992 

100-169. 

.(869-017-00067-1). 

.. 14.00 

Apr. 1. 1992 

170-199. 

.(869-017-00068-0). 

.. 18.00 

Apr. 1. 1992 

200-299 . 

.(869-017-00069-8). 

.. 5.50 

Apr. 1. 1992 

300-499.. 


.. 29.00 

Apr. 1. 1992 

500-599.. 

.(869-017-00071-0). 

.. 21.00 

Apr. 1. 1992 

600-799... 

.(869-017-00072-8). 

7.00 

Apr. 1. 1992 

800-1299. 

.(869-017-00073-6). 

.. 18.00 

Apr. 1. 1992 

1300-End . 

.(869-017-00074-4). 

9.00 

Apr. 1. 1992 

22 Parts: 

1-299. 

.(869-017-00075-2). 

. 26.00 

Apr. 1. 1992 

300-End. 

.(869-017-00076-1). 

.. 19.00 

Apr. 1. 1992 

23. 

.(869-017-00077-9). 

18.00 

Apr. 1. 1992 

24 Parts: 

0-199. 

.(869-017-00078-7). 

.. 34.00 

Apr. 1. 1992 

200-499 . 

.(869-017-00079-5). 

.. 32.00 

Apr. 1. 1992 

500-699 . 

.(869-017-00080-9). 

.. 13.00 

Apr. 1. 1992 

700-1699. 

.(869-017-00081-7). 

.. 34.00 

Apr. 1, 1992 

1700-End. 

.(869-017-00082-5). 

.. 13.00 

Apr. 1, 1992 

25 . 

.(869-017-00083-3). 

.. 25.00 

Apr. 1, 1992 

26 Parts: 

§§ 1.0-1-1.60. 

.(869-017-00084-1). 

. 17.00 

Apr. 1. 1992 

§§ 1.61-1.169. 

.(869-017-00085-0)....: 

.. 33.00 

Apr. 1. 1992 

§§ 1.170-1.300. 

.(869-017-00086-8). 

. 19.00 

Apr. 1. 1992 

§1 1.301-1.400. 

.(869-017-00087-6). 

. 17.00 

Apr. 1. 1992 

§§ 1.401-1.500. 

.(86^-017-00038-4). 

. 38.00 

Apr. 1. 1992 

§§ 1.501-1.640. 

..(869-017-00089-2). 

19.00 

Apr. 1. 1992 

§1 1.641-1.850. 

.(869-017-00090-6). 

. 19.00 

Apr. 1. 1992 

§§ 1.851-1.907. 

.(869-017-00091-4). 

. 23.00 

Apr. 1. 1992 

§§ 1.903-1.1000. 

.(869-017-00092-2). 

. 26.00 

Apr. 1. 1992 

§§ 1.1001-1.1400. 

.(869-017-00093-1). 

. 19.00 

Apr. 1, 1992 

§§ 1.1401-fnd. 

.(869-017-00094-9). 

26.00 

Apr. 1. 1992 

2-29. 

.(869-017-00095-7). 

. 22.00 

Apr. 1. 1992 

30-39. 

.(869-017-00096-5). 

. 15.00 

Apr. 1. 1992 

40-49. 

.(869-017-00097-3). 

12.00 

Apr. 1. 1992 

50-299 . 

.(869-017-00098-1). 

. 15.00 

Apr. 1. 1992 

300-499 . 

.(869-017-00099-0). 

. 20.00 

Apr. 1. 1992 

500-599 . 

.(869-017-00100-7). 

600 

»Apr. 1. 1990 
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Title 

Stock Number 

Price 

600-End . 

(869-017 00101 5). 

6.50 

27 Parts: 



1-199 . 

. (869 017 00102 3). 

34.00 

200-End. 

(869-017 00103 1). 

11.00 

.28. 

..(869-017-00104 0). 

37 00 

29 Parts: 



0-99. 

.. (869 017 00105 8). 

19.00 

100-499 . 

.. (869 013 00106 6). 

9.00 

*500-899. 

.. (869 017 00107 4). 

32.00 

900-1899. 

.. (869 017 00108 2). 

- 16.00 

1900-1910 (§§ 1901.1 to 


1910.999). 

.. (869 017 00109 1). 

. 29.00 

1910 (§§ 1910.1000 to 



end). 

.. (869 017 00110 4). 

16.00 

1911-1925. 

(869-017-00111 2) . 

9.00 

1926... 

. (869 017 00112 1). 

14.00 

1927-End . 

.. (869 017 00113-9). 

. 30.00 

30 Parts: 



*1-199. 

..(869-017 00114 7). 

. 25.00 

200-699 . 

..(869 017 00115 5). 

19.00 

700-End . 

.. (869 017 00116 3). 

. 25.00 

31 Parts: 



0-199. 

(869 017-00117 1). 

17.00 

200-End. 

.(869-017-00118 0). 

. 25.00 

32 Parts: 



1-39, Vol. 1. 


15 00 

1-39, Vol. It. 


19 00 

1-39, Vol. lU. 


18 00 

I-W. 

. (869-017-00119-8). 

. 30.00 

190-399 . 

. (869 017 00120 1). 

33.00 

400-629 . 

. (869-017-00121-0). 

29.00 

630-699 . 

. (869-017-00122-8). 

14.00 

700-799 . 

. (869-017-00123-6). 

20.00 

800-End. 

. (869-017-00124-4). 

20.00 


Revision Date 
Apr 1. 1992 


Apr 1. 1992 
*^^Apr. 1, 1991 

July 1. 1992 


July 1, 1992 
July 1. 1992 
July 1. 1992 
July 1. 1992 

July 1. 1992 

July 1. 1992 
’July 1. 1989 
July 1. 1992 
July 1. 1992 


July 1. 1992 
July 1. 1992 
July 1. 1992 


July 1. 1992 
July 1. 1992 

2 July 1. 1984 
2 July 1. 1984 
2 July 1. 1984 
July 1, 1992 
July 1. 1992 
July 1. 1992 
^'July 1. 1991 
July 1. 1992 
July 1. 1992 


33 Parts: 

1-124. 

125-199... 
200-£nd.... 

34 Parts: 

1-299. 

300-399... 
400-End.... 

35 . 

36 Parts: 

1-199. 

200-End. 

37 . 

38 Parts: 

0-17. 

18-End. 

39 .. 

40 Parts: 

1-51. 

52. 

53-60. 

61-80. 

81-85. 

86-99 . 

100-149.... 

150-189. 

190-259 . 

260-299 . 

300-399 . 

400-424 . 

425-699 . 

700-789 . 

790-End . 


... (869-017-00125-2). 

.. 18.00 

July 1, 1992 

,..(869-017-00126-1). 

- 21.00 

July 1. 1992 

., (869-017-00127-9). 

.. 23.00 

July 1, 1992 

(869-017-00128-7). 

.. 27.00 

July 1. 1992 

(869-017-00129-51. 

-- 19.00 

July 1, 1992 

(869-017-00130-9). 

.. 32.00 

July 1, 1992 

(869-017-00131-7). 

- 12.00 

July 1. 1992 

(869-017-00132-5). 

. 15.00 

July 1, 1992 

.. (869-017-00133-3). 

32.00 

July 1. 1992 

(869-017-00134-1). 

.. 17.00 

July 1. 1992 

..(869-013-00135-4). 

. 24.00 

July 1. 1991 

(869-013-00136-2). 

- 22.00 

July 1. 1991 

. (869-017-0(5137-6). 

16.00 

July 1. 1992 

(869-017-00138-4).,,, 

. 31.00 

July 1, 1992 

(869-013-00139-7). 

28.00 

July 1. 1991 

(869-017-00140-6). 

36.00 

July 1. 1992 

(869-017-00141-4). 

. 16.00 

July 1, 1992 

. (869-017-00142-2). 

17.00 

July 1. 1992 

. (869-017-00143-1). 

33.00 

July 1, 1992 

. (869-013-00144-3). 

30.00 

July 1. 1991 

(869-017-00145-7). 

21.00 

July 1. 1992 

(869-017-00146-5).... 

16.00 

July 1, 1992 

(869-017-00147-3).... 

36.00 

July 1. 1992 

(869-017-00148-1)... . 

15.00 

July 1. 1992 

(869-017-00149-0). 

26.00 

July 1. 1992 

(869-017-00150-3). 

26.00 

July 1. 1992 

(869-017-00151-1). 

23.00 

July 1. 1992 

(869-017-00152-0). 

25.00 

July 1. 1992 


Title stock Number 

41 Chapters: 

1. 1-1 to 1-10. 

1. 1-11 to Appendix. 2 (2 Reserved). 

3-6.. 

7 . 

8 . 

9....... 

10-17. 

18, Vol. 1, Ports 1-5. 

18, Vol. II, Ports 6-19. 

18, Vol. Ill, Ports 20-52 . 

19-100. 


1-100. 

.(869 017 00153 8). 

101. 


102-200 . 

.(869-017 00155 4). 

201-End. 

.(869-017-00156 2).. 

42 Parts: 

1-60. 

.(869-013 00157 5). 

61-399 . 

.(869 013 00158 3). 

400-429 . 

.(869-013-00159-1). 

430-End . 

.(869-013-00160 5). 

43 Parts: 

1-999. 

.(869 013 00161 3). 

1000-3999. 

.(869-013 00162 1). 

4000-End. 

.(869 013 00163 0). 

44. 


45 Parts: 

1-199. 

.(869 013 00165 6). 

200-499 . 


500-1199. 

.(869-013 00167 2). 

1200-End . 

.(869-013 00168 1). 

46 Parts: 

1-40. 

.(869 013-00169 9). 

41-69. 

.(869-013-00170 2). 

70-89. 

(869-013 00171-1). 

90-139. 


140-155. 

.(869 013 00173 7). 

156-165 . 

.(869-013 00174 5). 

166-199 . 

.(869-013-00175 3). 

200-499. 

.(869-013 00176 1). 

500-End. 

. (869 013 00177 0). 

47 Parts: 

0-19. 

.(869 013 00178 8). 

20-39 . 

.(869 013 00179 6). 

40-69. 


70-79. 


80-End. 

.(869 013-00182 6). 

48 Chapters: 

1 (Parts 1-51). 

.(869-013-00183 4). 

1 (Ports 52-99). 

.(869-013 00184 2). 

2 (Ports 201-251). 

.(869-013-00185 1). 

2 (Ports 252-299). 

.(869-013-00186 9). 

3-6. 

.... (869-013-00187-7). 

7-14. 

.... (869-013-00188-5). 

15-End. 

.... (869-013-00189-3). 

49 Parts: 

1-99. 

... (869-013-00190-7). 

100-177. 

.... (869-013-00191-5). 

178-199. 

.... (869-013-00192-3). 

200-399 . 

.... (869 013 00193 1). 

400-999 . 

.... (869-013-00194-0). 

1000-1199. 

(869-013-00195-8). 

1200-End . 

(869 013 00196 6). 

50 Parts: 

1-199. 

... (869-013-00197-4). 

200-599 . 

(869-013-00198-2). 

600-End. 

... (869-013-00199-1). 

CFR Index and Findings 
Aids. 

(869-017-00053-1). 


Price 

Revision Date 

13.00 

•‘July 1. 1984 

13.00 

•‘July 1. 1984 

14.00 

•‘ July 1. 1984 

6.00 

July 1. 1984 

4.50 

•‘July 1, 1984 

13.00 

•‘July 1, 1984 

9.50 

•‘July 1. 1984 

13.00 

•‘July 1. 1984 

13.00 

'‘ July 1. 1984 

13.00 

•'‘July 1, 1984 

13.00 

=‘July 1. 1984 

9.50 

July 1. 1992 

22.00 

July 1, 1991 

11.00 

^ July 1, 1991 

11.00 

July 1. 1992 

17.00 

Oct. 1, 1991 

5.50 

Oct. 1, 1991 

21.00 

Oct. 1. 1991 

26.00 

Oct. 1. 1991 

20.00 

Oct. 1. 1991 

26.00 

Oct. 1, 1991 

12.00 

Oct. 1. 1991 

22.00 

Oct. 1. 1991 

18.00 

Oct. 1, 1991 

12.00 

Oct. 1, 1991 

26.00 

Oct. 1, 1991 

19.00 

Oct. 1. 1991 

15.00 

Oct. 1. 1991 

14.00 

Oct. 1, 1991 

7.00 

Oct. 1, 1991 

12.00 

Oct. 1, 1991 

10.00 

Oct. 1, 1991 

14.00 

Oct. 1. 1991 

14.00 

Oct. 1, 1991 

20.00 

Oct. 1, 1991 

11.00 

Oct. 1. 1991 

19.00 

Oct. 1, 1991 

19.00 

Oct. 1, 1991 

10.00 

Oct. 1, 1991 

18.00 

Oct. 1, 1991 

20.00 

Oct. 1, 1991 

31.00 

Oct. 1, 1991 

19.00 

Oct. 1, 1991 

13.00 

Dec. 31, 1991 

10.00 

Dec. 31, 1991 

19.00 

Oct. 1, 1991 

26.00 

Oct. 1. 1991 

30.00 

Oct. 1. 1991 

20.00 

Oct. 1, 1991 

23.00 

Dec. 31, 1991 

17.00 

Dec. 31. 1991 

22.00 

Oct. 1, 1991 

27.00 

Oct. 1. 1991 

17.00 

Oct. 1, 1991 

19.00 

Oct. 1. 1991 

21.00 

Oct. 1. 1991 

17.00 

Oct. 1, 1991 

17.00 

Oct. 1. 1991 

31.00 

Jon. 1. 1992 
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Title Stock Number 

Price 

Revision Date 

Complete 1992 CFR set. 

. 620.00 

1992 

Microfiche CFR Edition: 



Complete set (one-time moiling).. 


1989 

Complete set (one-time moiling).. 

. 188.00 

1990 

Complete set (one-lkne moiling). 


1991 

Subscription (mailed os issued). 

. 188.00 

1992 


stock Number Prtee Revision Date 

Individual copies. 2.00 t992 

* Because Tide 3 is on onnud compilofion. this volume and all previous volumes should be 
retained as a permanent reference source. 

*The July 1, 1985 edition of 32 CFR Ports 1-189 contains o note only for Parts 1-39 
inclusive. For the fuH text of the Defense Acquisition Regulations in Parts 1-39. consult the 
three CFR volumes issued os of July 1. 1984. containing those ports. 

* The July 1. 1985 edition of 41 CFR Chapters 1-100 contains o note only for Chapters 1 to 
49 inclusive. For the full text of procurement regulations in Chapters 1 to 49. consul! the eleven 
CFR volumes issued os of July 1. 1984 contoinmg those chopfers. 

* No omendments to this vokime were promulgated during the period Jon. 1. 1987 to Dec 
31. 1991. The CFR volume Issued January 1. 1987. should be retained. 

® No amendments to this volume were promulgoted during the period Apr. 1. 1990 to Mor 
31, 1991. The CFR volume issued April 1. 1990, should be retoined. 

® No amendments to this volume were promulgated during the period Apr. 1, 1991 to Mar 
30. 1992. The CFR volume issued April 1. 1991. should be retoined. 

’ No omendments to this volume were promufgoled during the period July 1, 1989 to June 
30. 1992. The CFR volume issued July 1. 1989. should be retained. 

* No omendments to this volume were promulgoted during the period July 1. 1991 to June 
30. 1992. The CFR volume issued July 1. 1991. should be retained. 















